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CHAPTER 1 EXPLORING AND EXPANDING THE UTILITY OF CULTURAL
DISTANCE: A MULTI-NATIONAL ANALYSIS
Introduction
Despite beliefs held by some politicians, individuals, and other groups of people in the
United States and abroad, globalization is not a ‘four-letter’ word. Rejecting or denying
developments in international relations in favor of nationalism and isolationism may have some
serious deleterious effects on society and the world, especially when considering that isolationism
includes the prospective elimination or reduction of such things as international tourism,
migration, business expansion, and trading in some goods and services. I believe as technological
advancement fuels social, political, and economic commonality, humanity will continue to push
forward into an exciting unknown future. The stalwart naysayers may contest, and the COVID-19
crisis of 2020 and 2021 has and will continue to affect the global landscape and fuel isolationism.
In spite of this, the interconnectedness and interdependency of the modern world is likely to
continue with the current trend and grow stronger, not diminish.
The impact of the international landscape on global businesses and vice versa has grown
exponentially in the past few decades, especially since the internet was first made public in the
1990s (Friedman, 2012). As such, there are numerous examples of the impact globalization and
interdependency have had on economies and societies just in the last 30 years; e.g., the formation
of the European Union and recent decisions to undo its purpose (e.g., “Brexit”); the economic
boom of the once recluse isolationist nation of China; the collapse of the United Soviet Socialist
Republic (“USSR”) and the continuous aftermath of this event, which continues to affect many
Eastern European nations; multiple wars and ‘skirmishes’ around the world; the outsourcing of
jobs to various nations; a growing worldwide consumer market fueled by the internet and
international conglomerates and partnerships, etc. However, not all outcomes of global expansion
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and interconnectedness have been positive. In 2020 and 2021, the world is currently experiencing
a worldwide pandemic, which has not occurred for over a century. With this, combined with the
many added considerations and as exemplified by numerous successes and failures of globalization
(for examples, see Yoder et al., 2016), expansion into new societies may be a worthwhile
undertaking for organizations. Organizations should consider all the elements which affect such
endeavors, as expansion into new cultures may have a positive or negative impact on both the host
and recipient society, as well as on organizations in both societies (Dickson et al., 2004; Dickson
et al., 2014). Fully understanding some potential obstacles will further aid those organizations who
wish to pursue international endeavors. As previously stated, one such obstacle is isolationism,
which seems to be increasing due to fears surrounding COVID-19 and has been spotlighted
recently as the Taliban seizes power in Afghanistan. Isolationist ideologies typically represent an
impediment to diversity and a lack of acceptance of other cultures in many societies. This may
pose a problem for organizations who desire expansion into foreign markets. Some key factors for
organizations, practitioners, and researchers to consider include the relationships between societal
culture, leadership behaviors (such as isolationism), and corruption.
Brief Introduction to the Current Study
What is the Current Study’s Purpose?
The current study’s purpose was to investigate the potential for a novel construct and
process, to affect the relationships between different forms of ACD, geographic distance, selfisolationist leadership behaviors, and corruption. As evidence in support of the current study’s
rationale, in their meta-analysis, Judge et al. (2011) found “Socio-cultural norms” to be significant
antecedents of corruption. A highly interesting and relevant finding comes from Gelbrich et al.
(2016), who utilized the difference between Project GLOBE’s (2004) Societal Values and Societal
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Practices to predict corruption across 54 countries. Based on this and other research, I hypothesized
that the more culturally distant a culture is (i.e., differing cultural constructs such as values,
practices, and norms), the more likely they were to engage in corruption and also support selfisolationist leadership behaviors (e.g., increased autonomous and self-protective leadership
behaviors). I further hypothesized a total effects model where the relationships between ACD,
geographic distance, and corruption, worked through the self-isolationist behaviors of leaders.
To add to the evaluation of the potential utility of ACD, additional hypotheses were
included with stronger relationships expected when societal practices, and societal norms (i.e.,
tightness-looseness), were added to the ACD variable with societal values, and geographic
distance was added as a second predictor. A relative importance analysis (i.e., dominance analysis;
cf. Azen & Budescu, 2003; Budescu, 1993; Budescu & Azen, 2004) provided a ranking of the
ACD predictors by importance rather than just by amount of unique variance accounted for, as in
a regression approach. Thus, the purpose of the current study was to investigate and build interest
in the aforementioned relationships and to provide results to support the future use of ACD and
the process herein in research, as well as to provide practical and applicable recommendations for
practice and organizations.
What is Cultural Distance?
The current study sought to evaluate the utility of a novel conceptualization and process
based on Cultural Distance (Kogut & Singh, 1988). The novel process included all applicable
national cultures within the available dataset(s) to predict self-isolationist leadership behaviors and
corruption. In its original form, cultural distance was a calculation of differences between two
items (i.e., cultures) and was typically utilized with individual-level comparisons (see Froese &
Peltokorpi, 2011; Kossek et al., 2017) or societal-level variables such as Hofstede’s value
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dimensions (cf. Hofstede, 1984) or Project GLOBE’s cultural values (cf. House et al., 2004).
Project GLOBE was chosen for use in the current study because it “provide[d] a current, thus
arguably a more accurate or refined approach to proxy culture” (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2016, p.
161). The choice to include Project GLOBE data and cultural dimensions also reduced complexity
in the current study by providing a single source for multiple variables of interest (i.e., societal
values and practices as well as self-isolationist leadership behaviors).
The current study also expanded upon previous research utilizing cultural distance and
utilized a novel conceptualization and process with an aggregate of cultural distance calculations
across numerous countries and with multiple dimensions (i.e., values, practices, and norms).
Previous research to date typically conceptualized cultural distance as ‘Country A’ (“Home”,
“Organization”, etc.) to ‘Country B’ (“Host”, “Recipient”, “Subsidiary”, etc.) or similar
comparison. In the current study, I used ‘each country in the dataset to all other countries in the
dataset’ to calculate a distance value for each respective pair of countries and then aggregated these
cultural distance values into one variable (i.e., ACD). Countries (also referred to as societies) were
matched and excluded from the analyses if there was not data for all of the variables of interest
available across the archival datasets included in the current study, yielding 27 countries. To
further increase the utility of cultural distance, I evaluated the construct based on its description as
‘flexible’.
The basis for some of the current study’s hypotheses was the recent claim that cultural
distance is ‘flexible’. According to Cuypers et al. (2018), the conceptualization of cultural distance
was not bound by any specific dimensions, but it was rather a flexible construct which could be
defined and measured by a variety of theoretically substantiated variables from varying fields of
study (e.g., economic, political, managerial, marketing, and cross-cultural). By adding variables
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of interest in the current study (i.e., values, practices, and norms) to the ACD formula, this allowed
for a fair evaluation of the utility and significance each variation had in predicting self-isolationist
leadership behaviors and corruption above and beyond the other iterations of the construct.
Previous research utilizing cultural distance has not included the various dimensions of culture
(e.g., values, practices, and norms) in one calculation of cultural distance, but indeed, these
constructs reflect societal level cultural differences. Thus, the current study was novel and
provided utility to the process and method of creating the ACD construct by answering the simple
question; how ‘flexible’ is cultural distance?
Relevant Criticisms of Cultural Distance. One of the most relevant criticism of cultural
distance was the calculation of the variable, where these concerns were mainly based on the
possibility that distances may be exaggerated if the original Kogut and Singh (1988) formula was
utilized (cf. Beugelsdijk, Ambos, et al., 2018; Konara & Mohr, 2019). The recent criticisms of the
original cultural distance formula included the claim that the Euclidean cultural distance described
by Kogut and Singh (1988) was incorrect (Konara & Mohr, 2019). In their study, Konara and Mohr
(2019) demonstrated that the original Kogut and Singh (1988) formula has led to some false
conclusions based on the inclusion of squared values (Konara & Mohr, 2019). The authors further
stated that Kogut and Singh (1988) “have erroneously arrived at a squared function of distance as
a result of mistakenly taking the average of the ‘sum of the squared differences’ rather than taking
the square root of the ‘sum of the squared differences’” (Konara & Mohr, 2019, p. 340).
Konara and Mohr (2019) provided a solution to this dilemma by transforming the Kogut
and Singh (1988) cultural distance formula to include a square root function and created a
‘standardized cultural distance formula’. To correct for the possibility of exaggerated distances
and avoid erroneous conclusions in the current study, the Konara and Mohr (2019) standardized
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cultural distance formula was included in the iterations of the ACD formula (see method section
for details and formulas).
The second data-based criticism was level of analysis. To control for concerns regarding
level of analysis in the current study, I utilized only country-level data in all variables. Doing so
eliminated the need for multilevel modeling techniques (cf. Kossek et al., 2017) and allowed for
the cultural distance variable to completely represent the comparisons of not just one country to
one other country, but to represent the distance of each country in the dataset to all other countries
in the dataset. This conceptualization of ACD created a dataset which indicated which countries
were hypothetically isolated from the others, facilitating the analyses of the hypotheses.
What are the Project GLOBE Societal Values and Societal Practices Scales?
Previous research has typically utilized Hofstede’s (1984) cultural dimensions, Project
GLOBE’s (2004) values, or some other form of cultural constructs to calculate cultural distance.
In the current study, I evaluated the utility of cultural distance as ‘flexible’ by exploring the
addition of the nine Project GLOBE societal practices-based cultural dimensions, and norms-based
tightness-looseness, to the nine Project GLOBE societal values-based cultural dimensions in the
calculation of ACD. Thus, the current study utilized three distinct constructs to calculate ACD,
consisting of 19 variables (i.e., nine values, nine practices, and one norms-based variable).
Previous research typically included only four (i.e., Hofstede, (1984)) or nine (i.e., Project GLOBE
(2004) values) dimensions.
To clarify Project GLOBE’s scales; the main difference between ‘societal values’ and
‘societal practices’ was the frame of reference included by the researchers to direct the attention
of the respondent. Specific items and response sets were utilized that closely matched all other
iterations of the dimensions. One variation included a contemplative frame of reference (i.e.,
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‘Should be’) and is referred to as ‘values’. The second variation is identical to the first except that
the frame of reference was observational (i.e., ‘As is’) and is referred to as ‘practices’. The
researchers further delineated a level of analysis frame of reference to create both a “Societal” and
“Organizational” measure for both “Values” and “Practices”. Thus, Project GLOBE formulated
four versions of the same nine variables in their measures by simply altering the frame of reference
and a few key words but not the dimensions themselves. In the current study, the focus is not on
the organizational level, therefore, only the Societal Values and Societal Practices measures were
included.
What is Tightness-Looseness?
The tightness-looseness construct was conceptualized as norms-based and not as a value
or a dimension (herein the terms ‘norms’ and ‘norms-based’ are utilized to refer to tightnesslooseness). Tightness-looseness described cultures in terms of two concepts: strength of norms and
tolerance for deviance from the established norms (Gelfand et al., 2011). In sum, similar to Project
GLOBE’s measures of ‘As is’ (i.e., practices) and what ‘Should be’ (i.e., values), tightnesslooseness was also based on both current and hypothetical states but was norms-based (see method
section for sample items). Tightness-looseness scores were, therefore, highly valuable to add to
the ACD process and was included in statistical models with societal values and practices, as well
as geographic distance as a predictor, as they related to self-isolationist leadership behaviors and
corruption as outcomes.
What is Geographic Distance?
According to Beugelsdijk, Ambos, et al. (2018), geographic distance is the “distance
between two points on the surface of the earth, as given by latitudinal and longitudinal coordinates”
(p. 1116). However, this conceptualization of physical distance between two countries was not as
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simple as it sounds; a plethora of possible conceptualizations to measure geographic distance
existed, but none of these yielded a viable comparison (some poor examples include: by border,
capital city, population dispersion or density, geographic center, point(s) of interest, etc.). Based
on this challenge, I found a viable method that provided a more rigorous and representative
measurement of geographic distance (i.e., the French organization, Centre d'études prospectives et
d'informations

international’s

geographic

distance

dataset;

CEPII;

see

http://www.cepii.fr/CEPII/en/welcome.asp). The CEPII operationalized their calculation of
geographic distance through a number of variables, including a weighted distance that is “based
on bilateral distances between the biggest cities of those two countries, those inter-city distances
being weighted by the share of the city in the overall country’s population” (Mayer & Zignago,
2011, p. 11). This conceptualization of geographic distance provided an advantageous objectively
weighted construct to further evaluate the proposed relationships.
Previous research has indicated that geographic distance should always be included with
any other measure of distance (e.g., cultural distance) but that the two constructs are not the same
(Håkanson & Ambos, 2010; Hutzschenreuter et al., 2014). The current research sought to evaluate
the potential for geographic distance to impact the proposed relationships. No previous published
research has sought to do so in this manner, where previous research utilizing a geographic distance
construct mainly focused on economic factors such as transportation costs and how people
perceive the physical distance and potential obstacles such as communication and language
barriers (cf. Håkanson & Ambos, 2010; Hutzschenreuter et al., 2014). When evaluating the
constructs in the current study, special attention was paid to the consideration that cultural and
geographic distance constructs were not the same. Specifically, as has been recommended by
previous research, geographic distance was not included in ACD but rather was included as a
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separate predictor following the final iteration of ACD (i.e., with values, practices, and norms) in
the proposed relationships with self-isolationist leadership behaviors and corruption as outcomes.
What are the Project GLOBE Leadership Behaviors (CLTs)?
Project GLOBE created “six global leader behaviors of culturally endorsed implicit
theories of leadership” (herein "CLTs"; House & Javidan, 2004, p. 11; see later section for indepth discussion of CLTs). In the Project GLOBE study, data from “17,370 middle managers from
62 different societies and cultures” (Hanges et al., 2004, p. 132) were included. Respondents rated
each respective leadership behavior on a scale utilizing anchors with varying levels of ‘contributes
to/inhibits outstanding leadership’. Of these six dimensions, the Self-Protective and Autonomous
CLTs were hypothesized to be self-isolationist and the most influential on corruption. With the
hypothesized relationships between the various forms of ACD, geographic distance, and CLTs
discussed, we now turned our attention to another question of interest; how does ACD (comprised
of values, practices, and norms), and geographic distance, directly influence corruption and work
indirectly through self-isolationist CLTs?
What is Corruption?
Corruption was defined by Judge et al. (2011) as “the misuse of public power for private
benefit, and is most likely to occur where public and private sectors meet” (p. 93). The Corruption
Perceptions Index (CPI; see Transparency International, 2019a, 2019b) measured corruption in
terms of behaviors such as bribery, nepotism, embezzlement, and misuse of power, public office,
or funds. Dimant and Schulte (2016) described how corruption can negatively affect a society:
Corruption is considered one of the biggest threats to humanity in both developing and
developed countries because it distorts economic growth, lowers foreign direct investment,
and decreases productivity on a firm level due to inefficient allocations of contracts.
Corruption also impedes the general societal and economic environment because it reduces
voluntary contributions to public goods, increases inequality, facilitates emigration of
highly skilled people (“brain drain”), and creates inefficiencies in the sport sector. Research
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also indicates that corruption rattles a community’s public perception, triggers an atrophy
of general and political trust, provides an incubator for general crime, dilutes societal norms
and values, and distorts both competition and innovation. (pp. 54-55)
As a direct result of increased globalization, the negative effects surrounding corruption
have been brought to light in many instances, as this issue continues to be a concern for the
international community (Judge et al., 2011). For example, the “World Bank estimate[d] . . . over
$1 trillion in bribes . . . [were] paid annually [across the world]”. They concluded that corruption
is one of the prevailing issues negatively affecting the economies of many nations as well as the
global economy as a whole (Judge et al., 2011, p. 93). The World Bank’s monetary figure
represented an estimate of a single form of corruption from almost a decade ago. Moreover, others
(e.g., misuse of power, nepotism, and embezzlement) have added to the ongoing issues, but were
more difficult to quantify. These issues have affected and will affect many organizations in the
future (Judge et al., 2011).
How is the Current Study Novel and What is the Potential Impact and Value to Researchers
and Organizations?
No other study has sought to operationalize, analyze, and evaluate a process to create a
novel conceptualization of cultural distance in this manner. To the best of my knowledge, there is
no multi-cultural research evaluating ACD as it related to self-isolationist leadership behaviors
and corruption, especially utilizing a process and comparative analysis of the multiple
operationalizations of ACD as planned, with additional practices, norms-based, and geographic
distance variables, with corruption as an outcome. In addition, Hutzschenreuter et al. (2016) called
for future research such as the current study, as stated: “We might, for example, be able to identify
mechanisms theoretically distinct from each other, then include them in studies considering
multiple distance factors simultaneously” and posed the question for research; “How do the effects
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of various distance dimensions interact and what dimension is most meaningful in what context?”
(p. 172).
The current research should reinvigorate and inspire additional interest and utilization of
the ACD construct as it has been shown that there is potential expandability and applicability of
ACD to be more versatile, flexible, and impactful (i.e., ‘utility’). Moreover, despite the lack of
results in the current study, through additional investigation of the utility of the ACD construct
and process, researchers, practitioners, and organizations, may be able to expand their knowledge
concerning the potential impact this concept may have on globalization.
Literature Review
Culture
Culture is an incredibly important factor for organizations to consider when looking to
expand internationally. A prominent figure in research in the fields of organizational culture,
societal culture, and leadership, continues to be Edgar Schein. He provided two definitions for
culture; the simplest being that cultures are “learned patterns of beliefs, values, assumptions, and
behavioral norms that manifest themselves at different levels of observability” (Schein & Schein,
2017, p. 2). Schein’s second definition of culture was slightly more complex and was referred to
as the ‘dynamic’ definition. As specified by Schein and Schein (2017), the dynamic definition
stated that a group’s culture is “. . . the accumulated shared learning of that group as it solves its
problems of external adaptation and internal integration . . . This accumulated learning is a pattern
or system of beliefs, values, and behavioral norms that come to be taken for granted as basic
assumptions and eventually drop out of awareness” (p. 6). With culture defined, a discussion of
the Project GLOBE (2004) study and the creation of their cultural dimensions follows.
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Project GLOBE Cultural Dimensions. Project GLOBE was “a worldwide, multiphase,
multi-method project . . . [with] [o]ne hundred seventy social scientists and management scholars
from 62 cultures representing all major regions of the world” (House & Javidan, 2004, p. 11).
Project GLOBE was “directed toward the development of knowledge concerning how societal and
organizational cultures affect leadership and organizational practices” (Den Hartog & Dickson,
2017, p. 332), “the initial aim of the GLOBE project was to develop societal and organizational
measures of culture and leadership attributes that are appropriate to use across cultures” (Den
Hartog et al., 1999, p. 232), and “initially designed to assess both similarities and differences in
the cultural semantic definition of leadership” (Dickson et al., 2009, p. 220).
With data from over 17,000 respondents across the world, Project GLOBE conceptualized
and measured nine cultural dimensions with four almost identical scales but with differing frame(s)
of reference. Through a rigorous empirical process, Project GLOBE’s nine cultural dimensions
were measured both at the desired state (i.e., ‘Should be’ or ‘Values’) and the current state (i.e.,
‘As is’ or ‘Practices’) and at both the organizational and societal level of analysis, creating four
very similar scales; Organizational Values, Organizational Practices, Societal Values, and Societal
Practices. Project GLOBE theorized and analyzed the scales to confirm that there is “evidence
suggesting that: (a) values and practices both serve to differentiate between societies and
organizations; (b) the values and practices each count for unique variance; (c) the values and
practices scales interact; and (d) the dimension of values and practices can be meaningfully applied
at both levels” (Dickson et al., 2004, p. 75). For a comprehensive review of analyses and results,
see Project GLOBE Chapter 8 (i.e., Hanges & Dickson, 2004). In the current study, the focus was
on the societal level and therefore the organizational scales were not included. Before discussing
how the societal-level cultural dimensions were included in the iterations of the ACD variable, it
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was important to define them. The cultural dimensions conceptualized in Project GLOBE apply to
both the values and practices scales and were summarized as follows (supplemental information
is provided by Project GLOBE Phase 3’s Book (cf. House et al., 2014, pp. 12-16)):
•

Uncertainty Avoidance (Sully de Luque & Javidan, 2004)
o Described how people either reject or accept violations of their cultural practices and
the degree to which they avoid or desire to avoid ambiguity
o Characterized by reliance on rules, structure, and formality
o High uncertainty avoidance means members typically utilize “elaborate processes and
procedures . . . [with] formal detailed strategies”; are resistant to change, and; do not
tolerate violations of the rules or ambiguity
o Low uncertainty avoidance was characterized as a preference for simple and broad
strategies where people prefer to be “opportunistic and [engage in] risk taking”, are
more informal and trust others, and tend to tolerate rule-breaking and ambiguity

•

Power Distance (Carl et al., 2004)
o Described as acceptance of large divides among economic, social, and/or political
classes, or other hierarchy
o High power distance equates to the acceptance of a dictatorial style of decision-making
where there is little to no feedback and orders must be followed; members of these
societies are unable to or prevented from moving upward in status; with weak and
sparse liberties and rights, contributing to corruption

•

Collectivism I – Institutional Collectivism (Gelfand et al., 2004)
o Described a society that supports institutional cooperation among entities to share and
enact group values and resources
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o Groups are the focus of collectivistic cultures, whereas individuals are the focus of
individualistic cultures
o In collectivistic organizations and societies, a sense of duty and obligation works with
formal reward and punishment processes, procedures, and styles
•

Collectivism II – In-Group Collectivism (Gelfand et al., 2004)
o In-Group Collectivism was defined by characteristics of the individual’s manner of
personal association and self-image as well as value is placed on work and/or family
units (including extended family) with a focus on interdependency and cooperation
among groups
o In collectivistic societies and organizations, individuals may identify themselves in
terms of their employer and occupation as well as their family unit; they may feel a
sense of pride and enjoy a long-term relationship with a single employer
o In individualistic societies and organizations, individuals may identify themselves in
terms of their achievements and broad occupational title and may not identify as part
of a larger family in general; they may not feel any attachment to an organization and
frequently move from one job to another without concern for others

•

Gender Egalitarianism (Emrich et al., 2004)
o Values are based on supporting females throughout society and reducing gaps in
equality based on gender
o Characterized by tolerance for diversity, acceptance of others, and integration/practice
of these concepts where females succeed in various aspects society
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•

Assertiveness (Den Hartog, 2004)
o Described by values and behavior including aggression and confrontation in
interactions with others; also expect and condone aggression in others
o Highly assertive cultures engage in competition, focus on achievements and
accomplishments, utilize direct communication, and expect this of others
o Less assertive cultures focus on “harmony” and peace in relationships and “emphasize
loyalty and solidarity” as well as ‘face’ (i.e., status); they tend to trust others and shy
away from and admonish aggression

•

Future Orientation (Ashkanasy et al., 2004)
o Described as thinking, acting, and behaving with a mindset on the future
o This includes delayed gratification and long-term investment strategies
o High future orientation translates to flexibility, intrinsic motivation, systematic longterm plans, and an aversion “to risk taking opportunistic decision making” leading to
increased social adjustment and psychological health; low future orientation is the
opposite

•

Performance Orientation (Javidan, 2004)
o Described by values supporting a reward or punishment system based on performance
and excellence
o High performance orientation is demonstrated by a direct and urgent style of
communication; a focus on training and development opportunities; and emphasis on
results and rewards in society and organizations
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o In low performance orientation cultures, “family and background count for more”;
“who you are” is valued above “what you do”; the focus is on cooperation and
traditional values with a slower pace of life
•

Humane Orientation (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004)
o Described as supporting a reward or punishment system for altruistic actions such as
fairness and kindness
o High humane orientation cultures value communal actions wherein seeing one’s self as
being part of a larger group drives people to act with kindness towards others
o Low humane orientation cultures are the opposite, where the focus is not on
communality and kindness but is rather on the individual and their self-interests;
characterized by the selfish manner in which they pursue their goals to obtain such
things as personal power, status, and possessions
In their study, Project GLOBE (2004) found that each of the respective cultural

dimensions’ frame of reference adaptations (i.e., values and practices) yielded different results
when linked to leadership behaviors (i.e., CLTs). In the sections that follow, the CLTs are defined
and further rationale for the hypothesized relationships was proposed. In general, the values and
practices scales related to each of the six CLTs in unique ways. This is discussed further once the
CLTs are introduced later in this paper. Readers are directed to House et al. (2004, Chapters 1219) for a detailed description of each cultural dimension and related analyses and results.
Based on the results of Project GLOBE presented in House et al. (2004) and the scope of
the current study, the Societal Values scale was first utilized in the calculation of ACD.
Comparative analyses followed which added the Project GLOBE Societal Practices scale as well
as a norms-based variable, Tightness-Looseness (cf. Gelfand et al., 2011), to the ACD variable.
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An additional independent variable, Geographic Distance (cf. Mayer & Zignago, 2011) was also
included in the hypothesized relationships. Before these hypotheses are introduced, we must
discuss the additional concepts and how they related to the current study, beginning with Cultural
Distance.
Cultural Distance
As discussed throughout this dissertation, groups and societies differ in terms of the values,
practices, and norms. Some literature has focused on the construct of cultural distance to
understand the differences between groups and societies. The majority of cultural distance research
and discussion appeared in the field of international business literature (for review, see Cuypers et
al., 2018). In this literature, multiple articles referenced and utilized cultural distance to predict a
plethora of differences in outcomes between societies. For example, cultural distance has been
linked to improved international business performance outcomes such as innovation (Azar &
Drogendijk, 2016; Pesch & Bouncken, 2017), the success of the organization and its international
component (Antia et al., 2007; Vaaland et al., 2004), job satisfaction (Froese & Peltokorpi, 2011),
and leadership (Dragoni et al., 2014; Kossek et al., 2017). By far, this literature supported the
importance of the cultural distance construct (for review, see Cuypers et al., 2018). In addition,
cultural distance was found to have a relationship to business-related outcomes such as migratory
habits and experiences of workers and their families (Detollenaere et al., 2018; Kashima & AbuRayya, 2014; Mahfud et al., 2018) and international and in-country travel and tourism (Bi & Lehto,
2018; Fan et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2019). Despite the many additional examples available1, the
vast historical and continued utilization of the construct in various fields came from humble
beginnings.

1

Due to the overwhelming volume of published materials, a complete review is beyond the scope of the
current study and those interested are directed to Cuypers et al. (2018); Hutzschenreuter et al. (2016).
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It appears that the term cultural distance was first introduced into the literature by Kogut
and Singh (1988). These authors defined cultural distance as a difference between two countries
(or national/societal cultures) on a group of national cultural dimensions. Kogut and Singh (1988)
defined cultural distance by expanding upon the concept of psychic distance. Psychic distance is
the extent to which an organization’s members have information and understand the differences
between their national culture and that of the potential new market (Sousa & Bradley, 2008). Thus,
the Kogut and Singh (1988) cultural distance construct moved from an individual-level to a
national-level construct (Sousa & Bradley, 2008). Håkanson and Ambos (2010) also stated,
“‘Cultural distance’ may well contribute to perceptions of ‘psychic distance’, but the two
constructs clearly measure different things” (p. 205). Additionally, Sousa and Bradley (2008)
argued that the national-level cultural distance construct was more important than the individuallevel psychic distance construct when organizations were interested in evaluating a foreign market.
However, Kogut and Singh (1988) only sought to demonstrate that cultural distance was a
‘different’ level of analysis, not necessarily ‘more important’.
Kogut and Singh (1988) based their rationale and definition of cultural distance on the
research showing that organizational practices were influenced by national culture rather than the
perspective of the individuals at their organization. As these authors further explained: “Because
differences in national cultures have been shown to result in different organizational and
administrative practices and employee expectations, it can be expected that the more culturally
distant are two countries, the more distant are their organizational characteristics on average”
(Kogut & Singh, 1988, p. 414). Kogut and Singh (1988) hypothesized that this ‘distance’ might
influence the organization’s choice of entry-mode (i.e., joint-venture, acquisition, or entirely new
development aka ‘Greenfield’) when the organization sought to expand internationally.
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To provide initial support for cultural distance as a national-level variable, Kogut and Singh
(1988) included Hofstede’s (1984) cultural dimension of uncertainty avoidance in their analysis as
a standalone variable and compared the results to an identical model with cultural distance
calculated using all of Hofstede’s dimensions, including uncertainty avoidance. They argued that
comparing only this single dimension was appropriate because uncertainty avoidance was, in
theory, a highly impactful cultural dimension. Uncertainty avoidance was defined as the “extent
to which a society feels threatened by uncertain and ambiguous situations and tries to avoid these
situations by providing greater (career) stability, establishing formal rules, rejecting deviant ideas
and behaviors, and believing in absolute truths and the attainment of expertise” (Den Hartog &
Dickson, 2017, p. 333).
To summarize their study and results; Kogut and Singh (1988) found support for the
hypotheses that cultural distance is a better predictor than uncertainty avoidance. In their study,
cultural distance was operationalized by utilizing all four of Hofstede’s value dimensions in the
calculation of cultural distance, which utilized the Kogut and Singh (1988) formula (i.e., cultural
distance included uncertainty avoidance, power distance, masculinity/femininity, and
individualism/collectivism; see Equation 1, below, for the original formula). Kogut and Singh
(1988) included cultural distance in their models and compared those models with the ones which
had only uncertainty avoidance with the same outcomes. By doing so, Kogut and Singh (1988)
demonstrated the usefulness and applicability of cultural distance to predict entry-mode (i.e., the
organization’s method of expansion: acquisition, merger/joint venture, or new venture) above and
beyond uncertainty avoidance as a standalone variable.
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Equation 1
𝑛

(𝐼𝑖𝑑 − 𝐼𝑗𝑑 )2
1
𝐾𝑆𝐼 = ∑
𝑛
𝑉𝑑
𝑑=1

Note. Cuypers et al. (2018) explain: “where n is the number of cultural dimensions (e.g., power
distance), I is the index of country i or j, and V is the variance for cultural dimension d” (p. 1144).
In summary, the growing organizational and research implications discussed above led to
a large body of research in many fields utilizing cultural distance with a variety of
conceptualizations over the past 30 plus years. Since the original study was published by Kogut
and Singh (1988), numerous results have since linked cultural distance to a plethora of outcomes.
In addition to cultural distance, leadership has also been a widely studied and often source of
disagreement amongst researchers (for examples, see Dickson et al., 2003; Dinh et al., 2014; Lord
et al., 2017). Based on this, leadership must also be briefly reviewed before delving into the
specific self-isolationist leadership behavior variables (i.e., CLTs) in the current study.
Leadership
The most relevant definition of leadership to the current research came from the Project
GLOBE study (for additional definitions, see Antonakis & Day, 2018; Schein & Schein, 2017).
Their process of developing a multi-cultural definition of leadership was described by House et al.
(2004) and included researchers from 38 countries. The Project GLOBE contributors defined
leadership as “the ability of an individual to influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute
toward the effectiveness and success of the organizations of which they are members” (House et
al., 2014, p. 17; House & Javidan, 2004, p. 15).
Culturally Endorsed Implicit Leadership Theory and Six Global Culturally Endorsed
Implicit Leadership (CLT) Dimensions. Project GLOBE reviewed and included numerous
theories and concepts from available empirical research with evidence and information to
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formulate “Culturally Endorsed Implicit Leadership Theory”. They created items to measure what
is commonly conceptualized as ‘leadership styles’. The Project GLOBE team began with 382
leadership attributes and utilized statistical procedures to narrow the list and form “six global
leader behaviors of culturally endorsed implicit theories of leadership” or “Global Leadership
Dimensions” (i.e., CLTs). The Project GLOBE study utilized this novel conceptualization of
leadership behaviors as one of their dependent variables and described in detail how the integrated
theory was the basis for their “Conceptual Model”. A full review is available in House and Javidan
(2004, pp. 16-19) and is beyond the scope of the current study. In sum, “The central proposition
of the integrated theory is that the attributes and entities that differentiate a specified culture are
predictive of organizational practices and leader attributes and behaviors that are most frequently
enacted and most effective in that culture” (House & Javidan, 2004, p. 17). In addition, House and
Javidan (2004) summarize the numerous ‘propositions’ included in Project GLOBE’s (2004)
complex theoretical model: “[T]he differentiating values and practices of each culture and the
organizational contingencies faced by each organization will be predictive of the leader attributes
and behaviors and organizational practices that are most frequently perceived as acceptable and
most frequently enacted” (p. 19).
These theoretical aspects were supported by the findings of Project GLOBE (House et al.,
2004). Researchers demonstrated that “CLTs are related to societal cultural values” (Ashkanasy et
al., 2004, p. 329). The theoretical advancements continued and included the affirmation that
“leaders generally enact behaviors consistent with societal leadership expectations” (Ashkanasy et
al., 2004, p. 329) and that “societal leadership expectations [act] through CLT's [and] have
significant implications for leadership effectiveness” (Ashkanasy et al., 2004, p. 330). Project
GLOBE affirmed that CLTs are not simply concepts for researchers or theoretical development

22

alone; the results of Project GLOBE Phase 3 (2014) linked CLTs to actual organizational outcomes
such as leadership effectiveness, which was measured as top-management team dedication and
firm competitive performance (House et al., 2014). In the current study, corruption is utilized as
one such ‘real-world’ outcome in lieu of duplicating Project GLOBE’s study.
In summary, Project GLOBE (2004) demonstrated a link between societal culture and
leadership expectations and behaviors (i.e., CLTs). In the current study, I considered that the
Project GLOBE Phase 3 findings indicated the relationship between societal culture and leadership
effectiveness works through leadership behavior and expectations (i.e., CLTs) and not directly.
Therefore, in the current study, leadership behavior in the form of the CLTs was included, but to
avoid unnecessary duplication and complexity, actual leadership behavior and leadership
effectiveness as measured by Project GLOBE Phase 3 were not included. Rather, in the current
study, corruption was hypothesized to be an outcome of ACD and geographic distance, where
ACD included cultural values, practices, and norms. I further added that the relationships between
ACD (with cultural values, practices, and norms), geographic distance, and corruption, worked
through (i.e., is mediated by) CLTs. To explain in more detail, we must first briefly define the
Project GLOBE CLTs then discuss their specific implications for the current study.
A complete list of the six Project GLOBE CLTs is included below, however, only the
Autonomous and Self-Protective CLTs were included in the current study as they were
hypothesized to best represent leadership behaviors that reflected differences between countries
based on isolationism, resulting in corruption. Further explanation follows, but we must first
summarize and explain the global leadership dimensions (i.e., CLTs) as established by Project
GLOBE and described in Dorfman et al. (2004, p. 675) and supplemented by House et al. (2014,
pp. 19-22):
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1. Autonomous CLT
•

A novel conceptualization created by Project GLOBE to describe leaders who are
“independent and individualistic” as well as ‘unique’

2. Self-Protective CLT
•

Also, a novel conceptualization of leadership, the Self-Protective dimension is a
“Western perspective” based on both group and individual consideration of “status
enhancement and face saving” by “ensuring the safety and security of the individual
and group”

•

This dimension was described by such attributes as ‘asocial’, ‘self-centered’, ‘status
conscious’, ‘face saver’, ‘conflict inducer’ (aka ‘internally competitive’), ‘secretive’,
‘evasive’, ‘procedural’, and ‘bureaucratic’

3. Charismatic/Value-Based CLT
•

Included

broadly

defined

leadership

behaviors

typically

associated

with

transformational/charismatic leaders; these leaders are attributed with characteristics
which describe how they maintain a set of values and which they are able to inspire and
motivate their subordinates to accomplish goals
•

These leaders were described as ‘visionary’, ‘inspirational’, ‘self-sacrificial’,
‘integrous’, ‘decisive’, and ‘performance oriented’

4. Team-Oriented CLT
•

Includes mostly procedural aspects where leaders create, facilitate, and manage positive
interactions between coworkers who are working together on a common task

•

Team-Oriented leaders were described as ‘collaborative’, ‘integrators’, ‘diplomatic’,
‘non-malevolent’, and ‘administratively competent’
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5. Participative CLT
•

Described a leader who engages with other people to make decisions and solicits
opinions on how to effectively follow-through on those decisions

•

The Project GLOBE researchers described leaders in this dimension as the opposite of
‘autocratic’ (i.e., non-domineering)

6. Humane-Oriented CLT
•

Humane-Oriented leaders typically act with others in mind and without an exaggerated
ego. These leaders are described as being kind and thoughtful, relying on their core
values, which are based on morals and ethics

•

Consists of leaders who exhibit ‘compassion and generosity’ in a ‘supportive’,
‘considerate’, ‘patient’, and ‘modest’ manner

Project GLOBE found significant and varying relationships between the Societal Values
and Practices cultural dimension measures and the six CLTs. In the current study, only the
Autonomous and Self-Protective CLTs were included. For information on all dimensions and
CLTs, readers are directed to House et al. (2004) Chapters 12-19.
In sum, Project GLOBE’s conclusions related to the current study as follows:
“Autonomous leadership is reported to range from impeding outstanding leadership to slightly
facilitating outstanding leadership” and “Self-Protective leadership is generally reported to impede
outstanding leadership” (Javidan et al., 2004, pp. 41-42). Based on these conclusions, I
hypothesized that the more distant a culture is, the more likely they were to endorse self-isolationist
leadership behaviors. Based on the previous rationalizations for the study variables, I proposed the
following hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 1: ACD comprised of Project GLOBE (2004) societal-level cultural values (i.e.,
‘values’) scores will be positively related to self-isolationist leadership behaviors. More
specifically, ACD comprised of values scores will be positively related to both the
Autonomous CLT and the Self-Protective CLT.
Figure 1
Hypothesized Model 1

Values

H1 (+)

Autonomous CLT
Self-Protective CLT

Note. Values = ACD comprised of Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values scores. H = hypothesis.
(+) indicates the relationships were hypothesized to be positive.
As previously stated, adding Project GLOBE’s (2004) Societal Practices scale should have
facilitated further understanding of the utility of ACD. Based on this concept, the following
hypotheses were proposed:
Hypothesis 2: The calculation of ACD with the addition of Project GLOBE societal-level
cultural practices (i.e., ‘practices’) scores will add a significant amount of unique variance
to the positive relationship between ACD and both the Self-Protective and Autonomous
CLTs over ACD comprised of the values scores.
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Figure 2
Hypothesized Model 2
Values

Values
and Practices

H2 (+)

Autonomous CLT
Self-Protective CLT

Note. Values = ACD comprised of Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values scores. Values and
Practices = ACD comprised of Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values and Societal Practices
scores. H = hypothesis. (+) indicates the relationships were hypothesized to be positive.
Tightness-Looseness
One of the latest conceptualizations of an aspect of culture (beyond a dimension or value)
is “tightness-looseness”, which originates from a variety of disciplines (Aktas et al., 2016). For a
full review of the creation and history of the tightness-looseness construct, see Gelfand et al.
(2011). This construct described cultures in terms of two concepts: strength of norms and tolerance
for deviance from the established norms (Gelfand et al., 2011). According to Aktas et al. (2016),
the novel conceptualization of this additional cultural aspect was created with the intended purpose
to supplement the original cultural dimensions first proposed in work by Hofstede (1984).
Tightness-looseness was operationalized by measuring both introspective and behaviorally based
conditions related to the perception of norms and opinions of behaviors associated with divergent
actions in a particular culture. Although this concept was previously studied, Aktas et al. (2016)
were the first “to examine the influence of tightness–looseness on perceptions of effective
leadership” (p. 295).
The Aktas et al. (2016) study consisted of integrated data from prior work by Gelfand et
al. (2011) and Project GLOBE (2004). The data from Gelfand et al. (2011) “consisted of 6,823
participants from 33 nations” and the Project GLOBE (2004) data had “15,247 middle-level
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managers nested in 759 organizations from the financial, food processing, and telecommunications
industries in 62 societies” (Gelfand et al., 2011, p. 299). The data were combined and matched by
country of origin prior to analyses with any non-matching societies eliminated from the study. The
Aktas et al. (2016) study utilized random-coefficient modeling (RCM) to evaluate the effects of
tightness-looseness on the six global leadership dimensions (i.e., CLTs) established by Project
GLOBE (House et al., 2004), with some results related to the current study.
Aktas et al. (2016) demonstrated support for tightness-looseness applied to Project GLOBE
(2004) leadership styles. More specifically, Aktas et al. (2016) found tightness-looseness to be
positively related to the autonomous CLT and not related to the self-protective CLT. These results
provided some support for the relationship between tightness-looseness and the Project GLOBE
CLTs. Moreover, the relationship between tightness-looseness and the self-protective CLT was
hypothesized to change in the current study when tightness-looseness was added to the Project
GLOBE (2004) values and practices in the calculation of ACD.
In sum, the tightness-looseness construct was based on strength of norms, stability, and
tolerance for deviance (Aktas et al., 2016; Kwantes & Dickson, 2011). Aktas et al. (2016) add,
“Tight and loose cultures differ in their preference for stability versus change and adaptation versus
innovation” (p. 298). Similarly, Chua et al. (2015) discussed cultural distance and adds, “cultural
distance between nations is typically operationalized in terms of differences between stable value
systems, which are a proxy for a broader range of differences, such as traditions, norms, customs,
and local business environments” (p. 195). Additionally, Aktas et al. (2016) reported significant
relationships between tightness-looseness and the autonomous CLT but found no relationship for
the self-protective CLT. Therefore, the inclusion of tightness-looseness with Project GLOBE
values and practices in the ACD variable, was of interest as it may have yielded different results.
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Based on this, tightness-looseness, as a ‘norms-based’ construct, should have impacted the
outcomes through its inclusion in the ACD variable. Thus, the following hypotheses were
proposed:
Hypothesis 3: The calculation of ACD with the addition of Tightness-Looseness (i.e.,
‘norms’) scores will add a significant amount of unique variance to the positive
relationship between ACD and both the Self-Protective and Autonomous CLTs over ACD
comprised of the values and practices scores.
Figure 3
Hypothesized Model 3
Values
and Practices
Values,
Practices,
and Norms

H3 (+)

Autonomous CLT
Self-Protective CLT

Note. Values and Practices = ACD comprised of Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values and
Societal Practices scores. Values, Practices, and Norms = ACD comprised of Project GLOBE
(2004) Societal Values and Societal Practices scores, with Tightness-Looseness (i.e., ‘norms’)
scores. H = hypothesis. (+) indicates the relationships were hypothesized to be positive.
Geographic Distance
As previously stated, geographic distance was conceptualized in the current study utilizing
the CEPII weighted distance calculation (see Mayer & Zignago, 2011), which weights the
‘distance’ between two countries by utilizing population data of the top 25 locales (i.e., cities,
towns, etc.) in each country. Despite the availability of such information, research utilizing any
measure of geographic distance has typically included varying and sometimes novel methods to
calculate the construct. For example, in a prior study, geographic distance was conceptualized as
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a demand within the framework of the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model of Burnout (see
Demerouti et al., 2001). In their study, Qin et al. (2014) showed that geographic distance
significantly impacted and increased emotional exhaustion (a factor of burnout), which in turn led
to higher turnover intentions, but only when psychological contract fulfillment was low. However,
the Qin et al. (2014) conceptualization of geographic distance as a work demand was based on the
concept that the physical distance of expatriate/migrant workers to their home province from their
workplace would be a substitute for a wide variety of demands as well as a lack of resources.
Although their results were significant, their novel operationalization and use of geographic
distance may have lacked precision in measurement, as geographic distance was “based on the
length of the highway between [each individual’s respective workplace and home province]” (Qin
et al., 2014, p. 310). In spite of this, the results of the Qin et al. (2014) study supported geographic
distance as a construct. With the use of more rigorous data such as the CEPII variables, other
studies have utilized geographic distance to predict a variety of outcomes in other industries.
In another study, Hutzschenreuter et al. (2014) utilized latitude and longitude of a nation’s
capital city as their operationalization of geographic distance. Their conceptualization of ‘added
distance’ included multiple distance measures (e.g., economic, cultural, geographic, and
governance). In essence, Hutzschenreuter et al. (2014) utilized their novel conceptualization of
‘added’ distance to include all the respective subsidiary’s distances compared to their headquarters
for each of the ‘added’ distance measures. Their study showed that geographic distance was
significantly negatively related to firm performance, indicating that greater physical distance led
to lower firm performance over time. However, a relative importance analysis conducted by
Hutzschenreuter et al. (2014) resulted in geographic distance as the least important, but still
significant factor, accounting for only 3.7% of the variance. Cultural distance was just above
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geographic distance and was also significant, accounting for just 5.3% of the variance in the
relationship between ‘added’ distance and firm performance. To verify their results,
Hutzschenreuter et al. (2014) also included data from the CEPII (cf. Mayer & Zignago, 2011) for
geographic distance, and for cultural distance they switched from Hofstede’s (1984) dimensions
to Project GLOBE’s (2004) cultural dimensions. Switching the variables of interest yielded
identical relationships. Despite the low variance percentages in their relative importance analysis,
Hutzschenreuter et al. (2014) made some relevant statements regarding the significance of the
study variables. The researchers concluded, “the nature of . . . cultural distance is substantially
different from geographic distance” (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2014, p. 50) and added that both are
important factors to consider when organizations seek to expand internationally.
Similarly, Håkanson and Ambos (2010) also studied these two constructs and strongly
recommended that researchers not include geographic distance unless it’s accompanied by or
incorporated into other measures of distance, such as cultural distance. In their study, Håkanson
and Ambos (2010) sought to evaluate some factors which they theoretically attributed as
antecedents of psychic distance2. The researchers hypothesized that cultural distance, geographic
distance, language, political rivalry, economic development, government structure, and perceived
societal influence, were some significant antecedents of psychic distance. What is most relevant
to the current study is that their operationalization of geographic distance utilized the CEPII data,
leading to interesting and related results.
Håkanson and Ambos (2010) described their results and stated, “the physical distance
between countries should be taken into account in the construction of more valid and reliable . . .

2

Psychic Distance is not included in the current study. The differences between Psychic Distance and
Cultural Distance have been discussed in previous sections. Håkanson and Ambos’ (2010) study is
discussed only to support utilizing cultural and geographic distance in the current study.
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distance measures than those currently employed. [The results] also show that, used in isolation,
cultural distance – as measured by differences along the cultural dimensions measured by Hofstede
(1980, 2001) – is a poor predictor of distance perceptions” (p. 196). These statements supported
the inclusion of geographic distance in the current study as a second predictor. In addition, previous
research synthesized and examined geographic distance with valuable insights.
Various forms of geographic distance have been evaluated and supported by past research
in a variety of relevant frameworks. For example, in their review and synthesis of contextual
leadership factors, Oc (2018) stated “physical distance potentially neutralizes the positive effects
of a leader's behavior [on followers’ performance]” (p.229). Similarly, in their meta-analysis,
Podsakoff et al. (1996) found that higher physical distance between the leader and subordinate was
significantly related to undesirable employee outcomes such as higher role conflict, as well as
lower satisfaction, performance, altruism, and conscientiousness, among subordinates. In a study
of geographic distance and leaders’ knowledge transfer, Bell and Zaheer (2007) stated,
“individuals in a particular geographic area tend to share common background and meanings
including language, culture, norms, and values, all of which generate trust [between a leader and
their subordinates]” (p. 958), and this is associated with increased knowledge transfer. Goodall
and Roberts (2003) found that geographic distance (operationalized by differences in time-zones
and ease of transportation) was attributed with cultural differences such as language, cultural
sensitivity, and the perception of expected leadership behaviors, which directly affected the
success of a non-native leader. They concluded, “A clear set of shared values, prior shared work
experience and a shared language all help remote [i.e., international] staff cohere and function in
remote teams” (p. 163).

32

Further support for the current study’s inclusion of geographic distance was provided by
the results of using societal level culture to cluster countries in terms of their similarity and
differences (for a detailed overview of research utilizing a clustering technique, see Gupta &
Hanges, 2004; Ronen & Shenkar, 2013). Ronen and Shenkar (1985) were the first to synthesize
available cross-cultural studies utilizing clustering techniques. In addition to Ronen and Shenkar’s
(1985) seminal work, their updated cultural cluster analysis (i.e., Ronen & Shenkar, 2013)
represented the most recent synthesis of studies that utilized cultural clustering techniques. These
authors concluded that “countries tend to group together geographically” (Ronen & Shenkar, 1985,
p. 444) and that “geography appears to play an important role in cluster positioning” (Ronen &
Shenkar, 2013, p. 887).
The clustering technique and results from Project GLOBE (2004) were highly related to
the current study’s plan and objectives; however, a full review is beyond the scope of the current
study. Readers are directed to Project GLOBE’s (2004) book for a full review of clustering
techniques and rationale (see Chapter 10, Gupta & Hanges, 2004) and results (see Chapter 21,
Dorfman et al., 2004). The following section contains a brief overview of Project GLOBE’s
clustering technique as it related to the current study.
Project GLOBE (2004) found similar results when they clustered countries in terms of their
cultural similarities. In particular, the Project GLOBE researchers identified culturally similar
societies by considering culture as well as “other factors such as common language, geography,
and religion, and perhaps most importantly, historical accounts” (Gupta & Hanges, 2004, p. 183).
Indeed, Gupta and Hanges (2004) directly stated that “geography has long been identified as
having a major influence on culture” (p. 179). Thus, even these more culturally oriented
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publications have emphasized the role of geographic distance as being important for understanding
cultural similarity.
The aforementioned support for including geographic distance as a second predictor with
the calculation of ACD was also considered to formulate the hypotheses which follow. Based on
the above studies and recommendations made by the respective authors, the inclusion of
geographic distance to the current study’s hypothesized models should have impacted the proposed
relationships. Therefore, the following hypotheses were proposed:
Hypothesis 4: Geographic Distance scores will be positively related to the Self-Protective
and Autonomous CLTs.
Hypothesis 4a: The addition of Geographic Distance scores as a second predictor will add
a significant amount of unique variance to the positive relationship between ACD
(comprised of the values, practices, and norms scores), and the Self-Protective and
Autonomous CLTs.
Figure 4
Hypothesized Model 4
IV1: Values,
Practices,
and Norms

IV2: Geographic
Distance

H4a (+)
Autonomous CLT
Self-Protective CLT
H4 (+)

Note. IV = Independent Variable or Predictor. Values, Practices, and Norms = ACD comprised of
Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values and Societal Practices scores, with Tightness-Looseness
(i.e., ‘norms’) scores. Geographic Distance = Geographic Distance scores. H = hypothesis. (+)
indicates the relationships were hypothesized to be positive.

34

Current Conceptual Model
Prior to expanding upon the previous section and adding an outcome which will create a
more complex model, it was important to provide a synopsis of the current study up to this point.
In the previous sections, the relationships between ACD and CLTs were proposed and examined
for utility. This was accomplished by incrementally examining the first conceptualization of ACD
with values, then comparing iterations of ACD when it was further comprised of practices and
norms. It was hypothesized that the ACD variable with values, practices, and norms would account
for the most variance in the relationships with CLTs. The further addition of geographic distance
as a second independent variable was also hypothesized to add unique variance to the hypothesized
relationships above and beyond ACD (comprised of values, practices, and norms). To clarify, the
following figure is presented.
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Figure 5
Conceptual Model for Hypotheses 1-4
Values
H1 (+)
Values
and Practices
H2 (+)
Values,
Practices,
and Norms
H3 (+)

Autonomous CLT (+)
Self-Protective CLT (+)

IV1: Values,
Practices,
and Norms
---------------------IV2: Geographic
Distance
H4 (+)

Note. IV = Independent Variable or Predictor. Thicker/Bolder arrows indicates a stronger
relationship was proposed. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values. Practices = Project
GLOBE (2004) Societal Practices. Norms = Tightness-Looseness scores. Geographic Distance =
Geographic Distance scores. H = hypothesis. (+) indicates the relationships were hypothesized to
be positive.
Corruption
In a recent study, Aqwa et al. (2020) analyzed the effects of corruption and income
inequality as ‘disruptive’ predictors of two outcomes: culture strength (measured by differences in
Project GLOBE (2004) cultural dimensions) and Project GLOBE’s CLTs. The income inequality
construct identified in Aqwa et al. (2020) was operationalized as a mathematical calculation based
on economic values and not based on any perceptive data (cf. Solt, 2016, 2019a, 2019b). Based on
this, income inequality did not fit with the current study. Corruption, however, was a more suitable
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variable to include in the current study. But, contrary to Aqwa et al. (2020), in the current study
corruption was hypothesized to be an outcome of cultural values, practices, and norms, as well as
geographic distance, and an outcome of self-isolationist leadership behaviors (i.e., CLTs). The
following rationale supported this conclusion.
Corruption was defined by Judge et al. (2011) as “the misuse of public power for private
benefit, and is most likely to occur where public and private sectors meet” (p. 93). In their metaanalysis, Judge et al. (2011), stated in their introduction section, “[in one study] Hofstede’s
masculinity and uncertainty avoidance indices were systematically related to corruption [as a
predictor] . . . [and in another study] masculinity and power distance were predictive of corruption,
but uncertainty avoidance was not” (Judge et al., 2011, pp. 94-95). Similarly, their meta-analysis
found that societal norms led to corruption and that corruption in turn, influenced society.
Moreover, they also found that the influence corruption had on society impacted societal norms.
However, more recently, additional research found that Hofstede’s dimensions, power distance,
individualism-collectivism, and long versus short-term orientation, explained half of the level of
corruption in 98 countries (Achim, 2016). Lanier and Kirchner (2018) also found similar results
with 88 countries in their study, and most recently, Scholl and Schermuly (2020) found a
significant relationship between cultural dimensions and corruption. In a review of the literature
across disciplines, Dimant and Schulte (2016) found that culture, values, and norms had a
significant effect on corruption and that corruption also had an impact on culture, values, and
norms. Based on this, the current study first defined how corruption fits in the proposed
relationships as an outcome rather than a predictor.
Corruption in the current study was based on a lack of acceptance of corruption, norms,
and practices relating to corruption in society from the point of view of ‘experts’. The construct
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was created based on the opinions of multiple vetted experts to ensure results were based on
verified sources and follows a ‘rigorous methodology’ (Transparency International, 2019b). Based
on the results from previous research and the methodology described by Transparency
International (2019b), I concluded that corruption in the current study was best conceptualized as
a direct product of ACD (comprised of values, practices, and norms) and geographic distance. In
addition, based on what has been discussed herein, it was reasonable to conclude that the
relationship between ACD and corruption works through self-isolationist leadership behaviors.
These proposed relationships were also based upon a variety of concepts, as follows.
Rationale for the Current Study Overall
It was hypothesized that ACD (i.e., values, practices, and norms) and geographic distance
directly impact the prevalence of corruption in society and self-isolationist leadership behaviors.
In addition, ACD and geographic distance were hypothesized to indirectly impact corruption
through self-isolationist leadership behaviors. These relationships should have been strongest
when a society was isolated (i.e., highly culturally distant, or physically distant) due to the lack of
interconnection with the rest of the world and development of the culture without the influence of
the international community. Previous research has shown that the international community
establishes a common set of ethics and morals which they believe to be principles for all of
humanity and override anything culturally specific which violates these beliefs. The increased
attention paid by the international community has been largely responsible for the admonishment
and/or punishment of such actions as corruption and the behaviors of self-isolationist leaders
(Judge et al., 2011).
More specifically, the self-protective CLT was hypothesized to be self-isolationist in the
current study. According to Project GLOBE (2004; 2014), self-protective leaders were described
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by such things as being self-centered, status conscious, face-saving, and internally competitive.
This was though to drive leaders to engage in corrupt activities such as bribery and misuse of
power to ‘get ahead’, to cover up an immoral decision, or to avoid losing or to maintain or enhance
their social status (i.e., ‘face’). A self-protective leader may also abuse power due to “The
Bathsheba Syndrome”, where a leader engages in abuses of power because of their status and as a
product of their success. This ‘syndrome’ was explained by the affirmation that even great leaders
may sometimes engage in “lapses in morality” for a variety of possible reasons (Ciulla, 2018, pp.
461-462). However, it was not the act itself which was typically attributed with the worst actions;
the majority of immoral behaviors in the case of The Bathsheba Syndrome were attributed to the
cover-up or reaction of the leader rather than the initial lapse in judgment, where the additional
actions the leader took were based on fear of loss of power, status, pride, and the expected
disappointment of their followers. Taking this into account, I hypothesized that self-protective
leaders may engage in corrupt behaviors for a number of reasons, then based on their face saving
or status conscious attributes, they may also engage in additional corrupt behaviors to cover up
their initial actions. This led to the hypotheses herein, where the Self-Protective CLT was
hypothesized to be directly related to corruption as well as indirectly related to corruption through
ACD (i.e., cultural values, practices, and norms), and geographic distance.
Similar to the Self-Protective dimension, Autonomous leaders were hypothesized to
engage in negative self-isolationist behaviors and corruption. These leaders were described as
independent and individualistic by Project GLOBE (2004; 2014). Therefore, their behaviors may
not have been ‘self-centered’ or ‘face saving’ as is the case with self-protective leaders, but rather
that autonomous leaders simply may not have regarded their actions as immoral or wrong due to
their lack of accountability, lack of consideration of others, and lack of reliance on others. Similar
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to the Self-Protective dimension, I hypothesized that the Autonomous CLT directly related to
corruption. I also hypothesized that the Autonomous CLT functioned indirectly as a mediator
between ACD (i.e., cultural values, practices, and norms), geographic distance, and corruption.
In conclusion, in the current study, I hypothesized that the more distant or isolated a country
was, the more likely they were to engage in and accept corruption. Conversely, the more
interconnected or less distant, the less likely they were to be corrupt and accept corruption. In
addition, isolated societies should have manifested behaviors categorized under Self-Protective
and Autonomous CLTs. These CLTs should then have directly influenced corruption due to their
inherent focus on achievement, independence, and other potentially negative factors, as previously
stated. In line with this reasoning, the following hypotheses were proposed:
Hypothesis 5: Both the Self-Protective CLT and the Autonomous CLT will be positively
related to corruption.
Hypothesis 6: There will be a direct positive relationship between ACD (comprised of
values, practices, and norms), geographic distance, and corruption.
Hypothesis 6a: The relationships between ACD (comprised of values, practices, and
norms), geographic distance, and corruption will be mediated by CLTs such that there will
be a positive indirect relationship through both the Autonomous CLT and the SelfProtective CLT.
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Figure 6
Full Hypothesized Model
IV1: Values,
Practices,
and Norms
-------------------IV2: Geographic
Distance

H4 (+)

Autonomous CLT
Self-Protective CLT
IE: H6a (+)

H5 (+)

Corruption

DE: H6 (+)

Note. IV = Independent Variable or Predictor. Values, Practices, and Norms = ACD comprised of
Project GLOBE (2004) Societal Values and Societal Practices scores, with norms (i.e., TightnessLooseness). Geographic Distance = Geographic Distance scores. H = hypothesis. (+) indicates the
relationships were hypothesized to be positive.
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CHAPTER 2 METHOD
Data
Archival data were used in the current study and no additional methods were used (see
measures section that follows for details). In short, the data used for the values, practices, as well
as the self-protective and autonomous CLT variables, came from Project GLOBE’s (2004) data.
Tightness-looseness (i.e., norms) data were taken from the Gelfand et al. (2011) study. Geographic
distance date were from the CEPII GeoDist database. Because Project GLOBE (2004) was
collected in the late 1990s, data from the 1999 CPI were utilized for the final dependent variable,
corruption. Countries were eliminated if there was no data available in the respective archival
datasets for all study variables, yielding 27 countries (to equalize across variables and avoid
duplicate entries, where applicable, values for East and West Germany were averaged to form one
country; Germany).
Measures
Project GLOBE Cultural Dimensions
Project GLOBE’s nine cultural dimensions are: Uncertainty Avoidance, Power Distance,
Collectivism I – Institutional Collectivism, Collectivism II – In-group Collectivism, Gender
Egalitarianism, Assertiveness, Future Orientation, Performance Orientation, and Humane
Orientation. Each of the nine cultural dimensions for each of the respective Project GLOBE scales
utilized a seven-item response scale but the anchors differed based on the frame of reference and
topic at hand. The Project GLOBE research team created four versions of the scales with the
versions differing in terms of their level of aggregation frame (organization versus societal) and
aspect of culture (values versus practices). For purposes of the present study, I used the culture
scales that were targeted at the societal level of analysis.
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A complete listing of psychometric properties of these societal level culture scales is
reported in Hanges and Dickson (2004, pp. 134-135). Sample items for each dimension’s practices
and values, as well as Internal Consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha) are provided below (unless
otherwise noted, response scales were 1, Strongly agree to 7, Strongly disagree, and included a
neutral 4, Neither agree nor disagree):
•

Performance Orientation – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .72): “In this society,
students are encouraged to strive for continuously improved performance” and Societal
Values (internal consistency = .90): “I believe that teen-aged students should be
encouraged to strive for continuously improved performance” (Javidan, 2004, p. 247).

•

Future Orientation – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .80): “In this society, the
accepted norm is to:” and Societal Values (internal consistency = .76): “I believe that the
accepted norm in this society should be to:” Both had the same response scale; from 1,
Plan for the future to 7, Accept the status quo (Ashkanasy et al., 2004, p. 303).

•

Gender Egalitarianism – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .66): “In this society,
boys are encouraged more than girls to attain a higher education” and Societal Values
(internal consistency = .88): “I believe that boys should be encouraged to attain a higher
education more than girls” (Emrich et al., 2004, p. 360).

•

Assertiveness – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .75): “In this society, people are
generally:” and Societal Values (internal consistency = .53): “In this society, people should
be encouraged to be:”. Both had a response scale of 1, Assertive to 7, Nonassertive (Den
Hartog, 2004, p. 407).
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•

Individualism and Collectivism was further divided in Project GLOBE to include
“Collectivism I – Institutional Collectivism”, a focus on institutions and their impact on
society; and “Collectivism II – In-Group Collectivism”, a focus on the family unit.
o An example of Societal-Level Collectivism I – Institutional Collectivism Practices
(internal consistency = .67) is: “In this society, leaders encourage group loyalty even if
individual goal suffer” and a sample item for Societal-Level Collectivism I –
Institutional Collectivism Values (internal consistency = .77) is: “I believe that, in
general, leaders should encourage group loyalty even if individual goals suffer”
(Gelfand et al., 2004, p. 465).
o An example for Societal-Level Collectivism II – In-Group Collectivism Values (internal
consistency = .66) is: “In this society, children should take pride in the individual
accomplishments of their parents” and Societal-Level Collectivism II – In-Group
Collectivism Practices (internal consistency = .77): “In this society, children take pride
in the individual accomplishments of their parents” (Gelfand et al., 2004, p. 465).

•

Power Distance – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .80): “In this society, power
is:” and Societal Values (internal consistency = .74): “I believe that power should be:”.
Both had a response scale of 1, Concentrated at the top to 7, Shared throughout the society
(Carl et al., 2004, p. 537).

•

Humane Orientation – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .88): “In this society,
people are generally:” and Societal Values (internal consistency = .70): “In this society,
people should be encouraged to be:”. Both had a response scale from 1, Very concerned
about others to 7, Not at all concerned about others (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004, pp. 571572).

44

•

Uncertainty Avoidance – Societal Practices (internal consistency = .88): “In this society,
orderliness and consistency are stressed, even at the expense of experimentation and
innovation” and Societal Values (internal consistency = .85): “I believe that orderliness
and consistency should be stressed, even at the expense of experimentation and innovation”
(Sully de Luque & Javidan, 2004, p. 619).

Tightness-Looseness
Tightness-Looseness data consisted of 6,823 participants from 33 nations as originally
reported in Gelfand et al. (2011). A six-item Likert type scale measured tolerance and
understanding of social norms as well as counting the number of norms participants acknowledged
as being acceptable in various situations. The response scale went from 1, Strongly Disagree to 6,
Strongly Agree, with no neutral point. Sample items included, “There are many social norms that
people are supposed to abide by in this country”; “In this country, if someone acts in an
inappropriate way, others will strongly disapprove”, and “People in this country almost always
comply with social norms” (Gelfand et al., 2011, p. 1102). The internal consistency reliability of
the scale means was reported as .85. Additional psychometric procedures and results are described
further in Gelfand et al. (2011) and Aktas et al. (2016).
Geographic Distance
Geographic Distance was calculated utilizing CEPII’s GeoDist data. The dataset provided
highly consistent bilateral data between all the countries in the world. The distance was weighted
by the percent of the population within the 25 most densely populated cities in a respective country.
For additional information and the formula used to calculate the weighted geographic distance, see
Mayer and Zignago (2011) or see http://www.cepii.fr/CEPII/en/welcome.asp. In the current study,
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a sum of the differences based on weighted distance was utilized for each respective pair of
countries included (see equations that follow).
Dependent Variables
Leadership Behaviors (CLTs). The Project GLOBE researchers included 112 leadership
attributes to measure leadership behaviors, these were included as part of 21 primary leadership
dimensions and “consisted of behavioral and trait descriptors” (Hanges & Dickson, 2004, p. 126).
The six CLTs were consolidated using factor analysis from 21 primary leadership dimensions.
Sample items include: “Sensitive: Aware of slight changes in moods of others”, “Evasive: Refrains
from making negative comments to maintain good relationships and save face” (House & Javidan,
2004, p. 22). These concepts were measured on a seven-point scale, with 1, This behavior or
characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader, 4, Has no impact, to 7,
This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an outstanding leader.
Psychometric properties for the six CLTs were provided in Table 8.6 of Hanges and
Dickson (2004, p. 137). Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency values are presented.
•

Charismatic/Value-Based CLT: internal consistency = .95

•

Team-Oriented CLT: internal consistency = .93

•

Participative CLT: internal consistency = .85

•

Humane-Oriented CLT: internal consistency = .76
Only the following CLTs were included in the current study.

•

Self-Protective CLT: internal consistency = .93

•

Autonomous CLT: internal consistency = .59
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Corruption. As originally described in Aqwa et al. (2020), the current study relied upon
data from the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) by Transparency International. The current year
CPI ranked all inclusive “countries and territories by their perceived levels of public sector
corruption according to experts and businesspeople [and] uses a scale of 0 to 100, where 0 is highly
corrupt and 100 is very clean” (Transparency International, 2019a). The CPI utilized a rigorous
externally sourced data analysis process as follows: information was only considered for inclusion
in the CPI when data were based on a standardized average of at least three sources per country;
data must have included corrupt behaviors such as bribery, nepotism, embezzlement, and misuse
of public office or funds; the data must have been scaled so that it could be converted to a numerical
scale; the data must have been longitudinal or have the potential and intent to be; the institution
who originated the data must have had a sound reputation and followed a rigorous methodology,
which was verifiable and documented; the concept underlying the data must have aligned with
CPI’s concept of corruption; and the data must have been multi-national with at least 16 countries
included (Transparency International, 2019b). To align temporally with Project GLOBE data
collection, archival CPI data from 1999 were included in the current study. The 1999 CPI
contained scores for 99 countries and the scale was based on 0 (highly corrupt) to 10 (highly clean).
Procedure/Data Analysis Strategy
Data did not need to be and were not converted to a common scale to prevent inflation in
the calculation of ACD. In addition, a typical factor-modeling technique did not apply to cultural
distance due to the assertion that “the dimensions are not collapsed into a single factor, but rather
the distances between two countries on each dimension are first measured, and these distances are
then added per the calculation of a Euclidean distance. The measure of Euclidean distances relies
upon orthogonal bases; otherwise, the distances will be contaminated by correlation” (Cuypers et
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al., 2018, p. 1145). Outlier detection, assumptions of regression, and multicollinearity were
addressed following the recommendations made by Kline (2011), as follows.
Data Cleaning3
Outlier Detection. Kline (2011) recommends graphing the data to evaluate the presence
of extreme values. In addition, researchers should examine the skewness and kurtosis of all study
variables. A scatter plot, histogram, and other descriptive statistics, such as frequency or standard
deviation, can also be indicators of outliers. A z-transformation to standardize the study variables
was also recommended to detect extreme values.
Assumptions of Regression. Linearity and Reliability. To clear the assumptions of
regression, specifically the assumptions of linearity and reliability, I first conducted a series of
statistical tests to establish the strength, direction, and internal consistency of the variables. I ran a
series of bivariate correlations and Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency reliability analyses on
each of the study variables.
Multicollinearity. To address multicollinearity, I ran a series of analyses with each
dependent variable or criterion (DV) and the other variables input in a regression equation as
independent variables or predictors (IVs). A large squared multiple correlation was used as a cutoff
(R2 > .90), as this “suggests extreme multivariate collinearity” (Kline, 2011, p. 53). The multiple
regression analyses also provided an opportunity to look for a small Tolerance (< .10) and a large
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF; > 10.0). Further examination was recommended by Cohen et al.
(2003); “plot the residuals on the y axis separately against each IV . . . and against the predicted
variable”. The authors explained, “The residuals will magnify any deviation from linearity so that
nonlinear relationships will become even more apparent” (p. 125).

3

Appendix A contains details and results of the data cleaning process.
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Non-Independence of Residuals. To alleviate concerns for the assumption of nonindependence of residuals, graphs were created to evaluate the residuals versus predicted values.
This process provided a graphical representation of the relationship between residuals. This was
performed with the intent to demonstrate a flat line of best fit (no correlation), indicating
independence of residuals.
Normality. To clear the assumption of normality, the researcher created a normal q-q plot
(Cohen et al., 2003) for each of the study variables. This plot was recommended due to its
simplicity and utilization of a straight-line comparison. Cohen et al., (2003) affirmed that if the
loess line was not straight, the relationship was not normal.
Missing Data. According to Kline (2011), “A few missing values, such as less than 5% on
a single variable, in a large sample may be of little concern” (p. 55). Missing values in the current
study were removed during the initial process of data inclusion and matching across all countries
for all variables. The ACD constructs were calculated utilizing available matched data and
therefore, the dataset utilized in the current study was complete, with no missing data.
Aggregated Cultural Distance
ACD was calculated using the recommended correction to the original Kogut and Singh
(1988) formula (cf. Beugelsdijk, Ambos, et al., 2018; Konara & Mohr, 2019). More specifically,
I used the Konara and Mohr (2019) formula and correction procedure (see equation 2) to create
unique variables to represent ACD estimates. The process of calculating the values and practices
ACD estimates is summarized as follows.
To begin the process of creating ACD values, estimates were calculated for each of the
respective countries by Project GLOBE (2004) values dimensions (see equation 3), then by Project
GLOBE (2004) practices dimensions (see equation 4). By comparing the ACD scores to every
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other country in the dataset in this manner, I created a 27x27 matrix of values for each dimension.
This process created over 13,000 unique values across 18 matrices. In short, the ACD scores in
the current study represent the corrected differences between all of the respective dimensions, for
all possible combinations of countries included (n = 27). Norms (tightness-looseness) and
geographic distance were calculated using the same formula but were unidimensional.
Equation 2
𝑛

(𝐼𝑑𝑖 − 𝐼𝑑𝑗 )
𝐸𝑢𝑐𝑙𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 (𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑑) = √ ∑
𝑉𝑑

2

𝑑=1

In Equation 2, d represents the number of cultural scales that measure the same aspect of
culture (e.g., d would range from 1 to 9 for the GLOBE societal level cultural values scales), n is
the number of cultural dimensions, I is the index of country i or j, and V is the within-dimension
variance.
The first independent variable was an ACD iteration that included only the nine Project
GLOBE (2004) Societal Values dimensions as follows:
Equation 3
𝑛

(𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑖 − 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑗 )
𝐴𝐶𝐷 = √ ∑
𝑠𝑑𝑑2

2

𝑑=1

Note. d represents each respective cultural dimension (e.g., power distance), n is the number of
cultural dimensions, Values is the Societal Values score of country i or j, and sd2 is the withindimension variance.
The second independent variable was an iteration of ACD that utilized the nine Project
GLOBE (2004) Societal Values dimensions, and the nine Project GLOBE (2004) Societal
Practices dimensions, as follows:
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Equation 4
𝑛

2

𝑛

(𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑖 − 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑗 )
(𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑖 − 𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑗 )
√
𝐴𝐶𝐷 = √ ∑
+
∑
𝑠𝑑𝑑2
𝑠𝑑𝑑2
𝑑=1

2

𝑑=1

Note. d represents each respective cultural dimension (e.g., power distance), n is the number of
cultural dimensions, Values is the Societal Values score of country i or j, Practices is the Societal
Practices score of country i or j, and sd2 is the within-dimension variance.
To create the third and final ACD variable, tightness-looseness data were not summed
across dimensions as they were for values and practices. Tightness-looseness was conceptualized
as a single dimension (see Gelfand et al., 2011) and therefore, the ACD formula included only one
dimension. The third independent variable and final iteration of ACD was as follows:
Equation 5
𝑛

2

𝑛

(𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑖 − 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑗 )
(𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑖 − 𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑑𝑗 )
√
𝐴𝐶𝐷 = √ ∑
+
∑
𝑠𝑑𝑑2
𝑠𝑑𝑑2
𝑑=1

2

𝑑=1

𝑛

(𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑑𝑖 − 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑑𝑗 )
+√ ∑
𝑠𝑑𝑑2

2

𝑑=1

Note. d represents each respective cultural dimension (e.g., power distance), n is the number of
cultural dimensions, Values is the Societal Values score of country i or j, Practices is the Societal
Practices score of country i or j, Norms is the Tightness-Looseness score of country i or j, and sd2
is the within-dimension variance.
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Finally, for geographic distance a similar but not exact process as the ACD calculations
was conducted. I did this to conceptualize geographic distance by estimating the scores utilizing a
matrix with all country-by-country differences in a similar process as the other independent
variables. However, because geographic distance was included as a second independent variable
and not included in the calculation of ACD, and all difference values were positive, the countryby-country differences were not squared before they were summed, and no square root was applied
(the country-by-country differences were divided by the within-dimension variance).
Analyses
Regression. To test hypotheses 1-6, regression analyses were used. The ACD constructs
and geographic distance were added as independent variables and analyzed with the two CLTs and
corruption as outcomes in separate models. Similarly, the two CLTs were analyzed with corruption
as the outcome.
Total Effects Modeling. To test hypothesis 6a, a Total Effects Model was utilized with
Process (see Hayes, 2013). Traditional testing of mediation models has taken different forms over
the years. The Baron and Kenny (1986) causal steps approach to testing a mediation model was
criticized by Rucker et al. (2011), who believed that the causal steps approach was flawed because
it focused qualifying criteria on the overall relationship between the independent and dependent
variable. Specifically, under the causal steps approach, a significant relationship between the
independent and dependent variables must be established before testing the mediation effect.
Rucker et al. (2011) supported the notion that the mediator could have an effect on the independent
to dependent variable relationship, whether it was initially significant or not. The criticisms further
supported the idea that the direct relationship between the independent and dependent variables
should not necessarily be required to be previously demonstrated to exist in order to support a
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mediational conceptual framework or results. Moreover, MacKinnon et al. (2002) conducted a
simulation study that found the causal steps approach to “have Type I error rates that are too low
in all the simulation conditions and have very low power, unless the effect or sample size is large”
(p. 13). Additional consideration was noted from Muller et al. (2005), whose main point was that
issues can arise when researchers focused their attention on correctly labeling the proposed
relationships, meanwhile they have failed to perform the appropriate statistical tests. In light of
this, Hayes (2013) recommended avoiding using such (often misunderstood) terms as “mediation”,
“moderation”, “mediated moderation”, and “moderated mediation”, in favor of clearly stating (and
correctly testing) the conditions by which one variable is hypothesized to affect or interact with
another.
In response to the issues with the Baron and Kenny (1986) causal steps approach, Edwards
and Lambert (2007) empirically tested and recommended that researchers conceptualize and
analyze a Total Effects Model, in which both the direct and indirect effects of mediation (with or
without moderation) can be tested within the same equation. To simplify the complex equations
as presented in Edwards and Lambert (2007), Hayes (2013) created the Process Macro, which was
integrated with IBM SPSS statistical analysis software. Hayes (2013) described the concepts
behind the macro (commonly referred to as ‘Process’), as based on a “Conditional process analysis
[that] is used when one’s research goal is to describe the conditional nature of the mechanism or
mechanisms by which a variable transmits its effect on another and testing hypotheses about such
contingent effects” (p. 10). Hayes (2013) further expanded upon the utility of Process by adding a
bootstrapping technique.
The bootstrap constructs a bias-corrected confidence interval as it “generates a sampling
distribution of the product of two regression coefficients by repeatedly estimating the coefficients
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with bootstrap samples, each of which contains N cases randomly sampled with replacement from
the original sample, in which N is the size of the original sample” (p. 11). The bootstrapping
procedure was further described as robust; “In bootstrapping the sample is conceptualized as a
pseudo-population that represents the broader population from which the sample was derived, and
the sampling distribution of any statistic can be generated by calculating the statistic of interest in
multiple resamples of the data set” (Preacher et al., 2007, p. 190). In other words, bootstrapping
corrects for a variety of violations, including normality and possible Type I error, by conducting
thousands of resampling analyses, making other analyses unnecessary for the current study.
Although Process was found to be the most advantageous approach for the current study,
a Structural Equation Model (SEM) approach to mediation would have been beneficial as well.
However, SEM was described as a more complicated approach than the Process and Total Effects
Model concepts. Hayes et al. (2017) reported virtually identical results found in most situations,
but SEM was conducted without the added benefits of bootstrapping.
Based on the information provided, considering the current study had 27 countries, some
non-normal data, and investigated a novel construct, I did not employ the traditional causal steps
approach to mediation, nor did I rely upon SEM. I instead utilized the alternative approach: the
Total Effects Model and Process. This decision was based on my experience with the Process
concept and analyses; I successfully completed a two and a half day intensive condensed academic
and practical course, taught by an expert in the field (i.e., Larry Williams, Consortium for the
Advancement of Research Methods and Analysis, “CARMA”, see https://carmattu.com/about). I
have also successfully utilized Process in other research projects. In the current study, the
hypotheses have been created with this in mind and the subsequent analyses included Process
whenever applicable.
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In the current study, I utilized the Process Macro version 3.5.2, with SPSS version 27. The
values, practices, and norms ACD was input as the independent variable along with geographic
distance as a covariate. The self-protective and autonomous CLTs were entered as mediators M1
and M2, respectively. Corruption was entered as the outcome. I chose to bootstrap the analyses at
a rate of 5,000 resamples. The output provided both the direct relationships between the values,
practices, and norms ACD and geographic distance, with the two CLTs, as well as the direct
relationship between the values, practices, and norms ACD and corruption. The final calculation
conducted by the Process Macro analyzes the total effects model where the relationships between
the values, practices, and norms ACD, geographic distance, and corruption, were hypothesized to
be mediated by the two CLTs.
Relative Importance. A relative importance analysis, more specifically dominance
analysis followed the regression and Process analyses, post-hoc. I chose to perform the dominance
analyses post-hoc to avoid the hypotheses from being influenced by importance. I instead chose to
use the tool as an exploratory process after finding which of the three ACD variants was the
strongest. The dominance analyses answered the question; of the ACD constructs (i.e., values,
practices, and norms), which was most important in predicting the outcomes? The conceptual
framework, analyses, and results were aligned with previous research and recommendations (cf.
Azen & Budescu, 2003; Budescu, 1993; Budescu & Azen, 2004; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011).
In addition, I utilized the correction included in Braun et al. (2019) to account for sampling error
and unreliability.
Budescu and Azen (2004) described the roots of dominance analysis as a product of
Decision Theory. In practical terms, when an option is always the choice over all others, based on
comparisons of all possible pairs of choices, it is referred to as complete dominance. If a subset of
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comparisons of all possible choices is utilized and the average of affirmative choices is taken
across only the included pairs, this is referred to as conditional dominance. General dominance
was utilized in the current study, this is when the average of the affirmative choices is taken across
all possible subsets of variable pairs.
The definition of importance analyses in research was summarized by Azen and Budescu
(2003). The authors stated, “a predictor’s importance reflects its contribution in the prediction of
the criterion and that one predictor is ‘more important than another’ if it contributes more to the
prediction of the criterion than does its competitor at a given level of analysis” (p. 133). In addition,
Budescu (1993) stated “One variable is said to dominate another if it is more useful than its
competitor in all subset regressions” (p. 542). All forms of dominance can be used in research,
where each should be based on the characteristics of the variables and the theory behind which
variable is ‘better’, (i.e., the variable that predicts the most variance in the outcome, above and
beyond the others), for the prescribed pairs of comparisons.
In the current study, a general dominance analysis was conducted post-hoc to determine
the importance of the three ACD constructs, but not all the independent variables were included
(geographic distance was excluded). This was the most theoretically related question which the
current study sought to answer; assuming the iteration of ACD with all three constructs was the
strongest, which of the three ACD constructs is most important for each of the three outcomes?
Support for this approach was found in Budescu and Azen (2004), who stated, “in certain cases,
researchers may be interested in determining the relative importance of only a subset of the
predictors” (p. 343). The current study also found support in Tonidandel and LeBreton (2011),
who stated “importance analyses will permit a greater understanding of the particular role played
by variables in a multiple regression equation. Importantly, these analyses can reveal the
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underlying impact of a particular predictor more accurately than standardized regression
coefficients or simple correlations” (p. 7).
To conduct the dominance analysis, I first utilized the macro-enabled excel workbook
described in Tonidandel and LeBreton (2011) and subsequently provided by James LeBreton
(personal communication, November 2020). This workbook was designed to mirror the process
described in Budescu (1993) and provided both a general dominance as well as a rescaled
dominance (i.e., general dominance divided by total variance accounted for in the model). I also
utilized the correction for sampling error variance and measurement unreliability in the predictors
and outcomes as described in Braun et al. (2019) to provide a ‘corrected’ dominance value.
Braun et al. (2019) described their process for correcting dominance analyses and provided
a user-friendly statistical code to conduct the analyses. Their correction for sampling error variance
accounted for small sample sizes and improved the stability of importance results and the
subsequent rank order of the variables. In the current study, 27 societies, in statistical terms, was
considered small and under-powered. The Braun et al. (2019) correction also considered
measurement unreliability as an important factor when including constructs with low reliability,
such as some of those in the current study (see Table 1). This portion of the correction adjusted
the weights utilized in the analyses to provide results by removing some of the ‘noise’ associated
with measurement error. Finally, the correction also included a Monte Carlo process; similar to
bootstrapping, a Monte Carlo runs the analyses repeatedly with varying criteria for significance,
but Monte Carlo does so by using the same sample each time rather than a random sample. This
process was utilized in the Braun et al. (2019) study correction where sampling error variance (i.e.,
stability) and measurement unreliability (i.e., accuracy) were established through repeated testing
of their models. In the current study, the corrected dominance analyses were conducted in R Studio
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version 1.4.1103 with 1,000 Monte Carlo simulations. The process and results were verified by
Fred Oswald (personal communication, December 2020, and January 2021).
The results of the dominance analyses are presented in Table 9. I considered the previous
research and results from critiques of dominance analyses in this study. For example, researchers
affirmed that the results of dominance analyses should not be presented as quantifiable but are
rather qualitative in nature (i.e., based on rank not numerical differences in magnitude; see Azen
& Budescu, 2003; Budescu, 1993; Budescu & Azen, 2004). In support of this, Tonidandel and
LeBreton (2011) also stated, “the sheer magnitude of an effect is not really meaningful. . . [but]
importance weights may be interpreted as estimates of relative effect size” (p. 8). In addition, the
Braun et al. (2019) correction for sampling error variance and measurement unreliability in
dominance analyses was included to improve the results and inferences made (see previous and
following sections for rationale and explanation).
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CHAPTER 3 RESULTS
Correlations
Table 1 contains the Pearson correlations and reliability estimates for the study variables.
As noted, some reliability estimates in Table 1 were calculated utilizing the ACD scores and the
‘linear composite’ equation from Nunnally and Bernstein (2010, p. 268) while others were
included from archival data. Means and standard deviations were based on the data in the current
study and not from archival data.
Table 1
Correlations and Reliability Estimates of Study Variables
Variable
1. Values ACD

M
21.37

SD
3.42

1
.96a

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2. Practices ACD
3. Norms ACD
4. Values and
Practices ACD
5. Values,
Practices,
and Norms ACD
6. Geographic
Distance
7. Self-Protective
CLT
8. Autonomous
CLT
9. Corruption

21.40
6.97

3.27
1.87

.23
-.06

.96a
.52**

.85b

42.77

5.24

.80** .77**

.29

49.74

6.05

.67** .83** .56** .96** .96a

195c

64c

.45*

-.1

.04

.23

.21

--

3.40

0.32

.13

.13

.38*

.17

.26

.05

.93b

3.81

0.48

-.02

.19

-.06

.10

.07

-.19

.29

.59b

5.98

2.12

-.01

-.08

-.30

-.06

-.14

.20

-.75**

.04

9

.97a

--

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score. Reliability estimates are
provided in the diagonal and are bolded.
a
Indicates the reliability coefficient was calculated utilizing formula (7-12) in Nunnally and
Bernstein (2010, p. 268).
b
Indicates the reliability coefficient is based on the originally published data.
c
In thousands of miles.
*p < .05 (two-tailed). **p < .01 (two-tailed).
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Hypothesis 1
I first hypothesized that the cultural values ACD score would be significantly positively
related to the two self-isolationist CLTs. I input the cultural values ACD as an independent variable
in two separate regression analyses in which the two CLTs were used as the outcome variables for
each model. The results of the linear regression analyses showed that the direct relationships
between the values ACD and both the autonomous and self-protective CLTs were nonsignificant.
Based on nonsignificant relationships found between the values ACD and both CLTs, Hypothesis
1 was not supported (see Tables 2 and 3).
Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis mirrored the first but added practices to the values based ACD,
creating a new variable; Values and Practices ACD. I further hypothesized that this addition would
strengthen the relationships. In this model, the values and practices ACD was the independent
variable and both CLTs were outcomes in separate analyses. Based on the regression analyses, the
addition of the practices ACD to the values ACD had a nonsignificant effect on the direct
relationships with the self-protective and autonomous CLTs. Based on nonsignificant relationships
found between the values and practices ACD and both CLTs, Hypothesis 2 was not supported (see
Tables 2 and 3).
Hypothesis 3
The third hypothesis added norms to the calculation of ACD with values and practices,
creating the Values, Practices, and Norms ACD score. This final iteration of ACD was entered as
an independent variable in two regression analyses, one for each CLT. I hypothesized positive
relationships between this final ACD construct’s scores and the two CLTs. I further hypothesized
that this variant of ACD would be the strongest.
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Self-Protective CLT
The results of the regression analysis with the self-protective CLT as the outcome and
values, practices, and norms ACD as the independent variable, showed that the addition of the
norms ACD to the values and practices ACD had a significant effect on the relationship with the
self-protective CLT. The values, practices, and norms ACD variable accounted for a significant
amount of variance in the self-protective CLT, above and beyond the values and practices ACD.
The effect of this relationship was small and did not exceed the effect of analyses where the
aggregated mean of the original constructs was used (see Table 2). However, based on the
significant relationship found between the values, practices, and norms ACD and the selfprotective CLT, Hypothesis 3 regarding the self-protective CLT was supported. See Table 2 for
the results of the regression analysis.
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Table 2
Self-Protective CLT

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

ΔR2

B

SE

β

-.67

2.48

--

-.27

.80

.36

--

Valuesa

.90

.40

.41

2.25

.03*

--

--

Practicesa

-.11

.36

-.06

-.30

.77

--

--

Normsa

.04

.02

.34

1.59

.12

--

--

3.13

.40

--

7.81

.00

.02

-.34

.01

.02

.13

.68

.50

--

--

2.96

.53

--

5.60

.00

.03

.01

.01

.02

.16

.49

.63

--

--

2.78

.50

--

5.54

.00

.19

.16

.08

.04

1.56

2.14

.04*

1. (Constant)

2. (Constant)
Values ACD
3. (Constant)
Values and
Practices ACD
4. (Constant)
Values, Practices,
and Norms ACD

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score.
a
Averaged across all 27 societies by dimension and then averaged to create each of the three
respective constructs.
*p < .05.
Autonomous CLT
A regression analysis indicated that the addition of the norms ACD to the values and
practices ACD as an independent variable had a nonsignificant effect on the relationship with the
autonomous CLT as an outcome. The relationships were not significant and Hypothesis 3
regarding the autonomous CLT was not supported (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Autonomous CLT

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

ΔR2

B

SE

β

6.29

4.02

--

1.57

.13

.24

--

Valuesa

-.98

.65

-.29

1.51

.15

--

--

Practicesa

.40

.58

.15

.69

.49

--

--

Normsa

.07

.04

.40

1.73

.10

--

--

3.87

.60

--

6.42

.00

.00

-.24

-.00

.03

-.02

-.11

.92

--

--

3.38

.79

--

4.30

.00

.04

.04

.03

.03

.33

.99

.33

--

--

3.52

.80

--

4.41

.00

--

--

-.06

.06

-.77

-1.00

.33

.08

.04

1. (Constant)

2. (Constant)
Values ACD
3. (Constant)
Values and
Practices ACD
4. (Constant)
Values, Practices,
and Norms ACD

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score.
a
Averaged across all 27 societies by dimension and then averaged to create each of the three
respective constructs.
*p < .05.
Hypothesis 4
I hypothesized that a separate independent variable (i.e., geographic distance) would
predict the two CLT outcomes. Based on regression analyses, geographic distance as a standalone
independent variable did not significantly predict the self-protective nor the autonomous CLT as
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outcomes. The relationships were not found to be significant, and Hypothesis 4 was not supported
(see Table 4).
Table 4
Geographic Distance with Autonomous and Self-Protective CLTs

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

ΔR2

B

SE

β

4.09

.30

--

13.58

.00

.04

--

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

-.19

-.98

.33

--

--

2. Self-Protective CLT

3.34

.21

--

16.30

.00

.00

--

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

.05

.27

.79

--

--

1. Autonomous CLT

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score.
Hypothesis 4a
Geographic distance was hypothesized to be an additional independent variable, which
would predict a unique amount of variance in addition to the values, practices, and norms ACD.
The regression analyses revealed that the addition of geographic distance to the equation with ACD
comprised of values, practices, and norms, yielded nonsignificant results, and did not add
significant unique variance to both the self-protective and autonomous CLTs. Based on the
nonsignificant findings, Hypothesis 4a was not supported (see Table 5).
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Table 5
Values, Practices, and Norms ACD, and Geographic Distance, with Autonomous and SelfProtective CLTs

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

ΔR2

B

SE

β

1. Autonomous CLT

3.67

.80

--

4.60

.00

.05

--

Values, Practices,
and Norms ACD

.01

.02

.12

.58

.57

.01

--

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

-.22

-1.07

.29

.05

.04

2. Self-Protective CLT

2.71

.53

--

5.13

.00

.07

--

Values, Practices,
and Norms ACD

.01

.53

.26

1.31

.20

.07

--

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

-.00

-.01

.99

.07

.00

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score.
Hypotheses 5 and 6
An additional outcome variable, corruption, was added to the model to create total effects
hypotheses where the relationships between ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms, with
geographic distance, and corruption, were mediated by the CLTs. To begin this process, I tested
the mediators to the outcome in Hypothesis 5. I then ran a total effects model where I was able to
test the direct relationships between the independent variables with corruption in Hypothesis 6,
while simultaneously testing the indirect relationships proposed in Hypothesis 6a.
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Hypothesis 5: Self-Protective CLT
To test the relationships between the self-protective CLT and corruption, a regression
analysis was conducted. Results indicated that the self-protective CLT was significantly related to
corruption and the self-protective CLT accounted for a significant amount of variance in
corruption. Based on these results, Hypothesis 5 regarding the self-protective CLT was supported
and a negative relationship was found. To clarify, the negative relationship was based on a reverse
scored corruption scale, where lower values means societies were more corrupt. This can be
interpreted as when self-protective leadership behaviors were endorsed, corruption also increased
(see Table 6).
Hypothesis 5: Autonomous CLT
Regression was used to test the relationship between the autonomous CLT and corruption.
Results of the regression analysis showed that the autonomous CLT was not significantly related
to corruption. Hypothesis 5 regarding the autonomous CLT was not supported (see Table 6).
Table 6
Autonomous and Self-Protective CLTs with Corruption

Model

1. (Constant)
Autonomous CLT
2. (Constant)
Self-Protective CLT

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

ΔR2

B

SE

β

5.35

3.41

--

1.57

.13

.00

--

.17

.89

.04

.19

.85

--

--

22.92

3.00

--

7.64

.00

.56

--

-4.99

.88

-.75

-5.67

.00***

--

--

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension.
*
p < .001.
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Hypothesis 6
To test the direct relationships between ACD and geographic distance with corruption, the
Process Macro (Hayes, 2013) was used. This analysis was conducted in conjunction with the total
effects model. I entered the values, practices, and norms ACD as the independent variable,
geographic distance as a covariate, the two CLTs as mediators, and corruption as the outcome. The
analysis was bootstrapped at a rate of 5,000 resamples. Results indicated that ACD comprised of
values, practices, and norms, with geographic distance as a second independent variable
(covariate), was not significantly directly related to corruption. Hypothesis 6 was not supported
(see Table 7).
Table 7
Values, Practices, and Norms ACD, and Geographic Distance, with Corruption

Model

1. (Constant)
Values, Practices,
and Norms ACD
Geographic
Distance

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

ΔR2

B

SE

β

7.78

3.50

--

2.22

.04

.07

--

-.07

.07

-.19

-.95

.35

.02

--

.00

.00

.24

1.17

.25

.07

.05

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score.
Hypothesis 6a
The total effects model and Process Macro was utilized to test the hypothesis that the
relationships between ACD and geographic distance with corruption, are mediated by the two
CLTs. Results of the total effects analyses revealed that the total indirect effect of the values,
practices, and norms ACD with geographic distance on corruption was not significant for the self-
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protective CLT nor the autonomous CLT. The relationship between the values, practices, and
norms ACD, with geographic distance as a covariate, and corruption was not found to be mediated
by either of the CLTs. Hypothesis 6a was not supported (see Table 8).
Table 8
Total Effects Model

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

95% CI
[LL, UL]

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

95% CI
[LL, UL]

β

B

SE

-.07

.07

[-.21, .08]

--

-.95

.35

--

Values,
Practices, Norms
ACD, and
Geographic
Distance

-.00

.04

[-.09, .09]

--

-.03

.98

--

3. Indirect Effects

-.07

.07

[-.21, .09]

-.19

.01

.02

[-.04, .07]

.04

--

--

[-.09, .20]

-.08

.08

[-.23, .08]

-.23

--

--

[-.64, .24]

1. Total Effect
Values,
Practices, and
Norms ACD, and
Geographic
Distance
2. Direct Effect

Autonomous
CLT
Self-Protective
CLT

[-.56, .25]

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score. CI = confidence interval. LL
= lower limit. UL = upper limit. None of the results presented were significant.
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Dominance Analyses
The results of the dominance analyses are presented in Table 9. Prior results showed that
ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms only significantly predicted the self-protective
CLT and did not improve upon a model with means of the original metrics. Based on these results,
all three ACD constructs were included in the post-hoc dominance analyses. The nonsignificant
results regarding the other outcome variables are included in Table 9 but should be interpreted
with caution.
Regarding the significant results for the self-protective CLT, the rank order of the
predictors and the total variance accounted for in the model (i.e., R2) remained constant across the
general and rescaled dominance values, with the highest ranked predictor being norms, then
values, then practices. The rescaled dominance values are the only statistic in Table 9 that
incorporated the total variance accounted for in the calculation of importance. The Braun et al.
(2019) method included a formula for correcting sampling error variance and measurement
unreliability but did not directly include total variance in the formula (see previous section for
explanation of the correction). When the Braun et al. (2019) correction was applied, there was an
impact on total variance accounted for in the significant model with the self-protective CLT as the
outcome, which increased (ΔR2 = .20). Although nonsignificant, a similar pattern of increased total
variance was found in all models.
These findings supported the intent of the Braun et al. (2019) correction. Specifically, by
removing instability in ranks due to sampling error variance and ‘noise’ due to measurement
unreliability, the ‘true score’ and ranks, (i.e., more accurate relationships), were uncovered leading
to the total variance in the significant (and nonsignificant) results in Table 9 improving. By
utilizing the total variance accounted for in the three methods as an indicator of effect size (see
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Cohen, 1992; Fritz et al., 2012), there was a clear positive impact of the Braun et al. (2019)
correction in the dominance analyses. Most importantly, the small effect found for the selfprotective CLT increased after the correction was applied and moved the value into a medium
rather than small effect. This indicated there was variability in the ranks as well as noise in the
data prior to the correction being applied.
Table 9
Dominance Analyses
Variable

Dominance

Rescaled
Dominance

Corrected
Dominance

1. Self-Protective CLT*

R2 = .19

R2 = .19

R2 = .39

a. Values ACD

.02 (2)

.13 (2)

.09 (2)

b. Practices ACD

.01 (3)

.76 (3)

.06 (3)

c. Norms ACD

.15 (1)

.79 (1)

.24 (1)

R2 = .08

R2 = .08

R2 = .30

a. Values ACD

.00 (3)

.59 (3)

.07 (3)

b. Practices ACD

.05 (1)

.68 (1)

.15 (1)

c. Norms ACD

.02 (2)

.26 (2)

.09 (2)

R2 = .10

R2 = .10

R2 = .24

a. Values ACD

.00 (3)

.16 (3)

.06 (2)a

b. Practices ACD

.01 (2)

.80 (2)

.06 (3)a

c. Norms ACD

.09 (1)

.90 (1)

.12 (1)

2. Autonomous CLTns

3. Corruptionns

Note. n = 27. ACD = aggregated cultural distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership style.
Rescaled Dominance was computed by dividing the dominance estimates by R2. Corrected
Dominance included corrections for sampling error and unreliability in the independent and
dependent variables utilizing the method from Braun et al. (2019). All values are presented as
“value” (rank), where 1 = highest rank and most important.
a Indicates the rank order of the variables changed when corrected values were used
*
Relationship between the outcome and ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms, was
significant.
ns
Relationship between the outcome and ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms, was not
significant – caution is advised in interpretation.
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CHAPTER 4 DISCUSSION
In the current study, I expanded upon the construct of cultural distance to create a novel
process, method, and construct, aggregated cultural distance, and evaluated the utility of the ACD
construct. Cultural distance is the difference between countries on a set of related dimensions.
Despite the presence of a wide body of literature within numerous disciplines and a plethora of
outcomes, the overwhelming majority of previous conceptualizations of cultural distance included
only two countries in the comparisons and relied upon only one set of dimensions (e.g., Hofstede
(1984); Project GLOBE (2004); World Values Survey (WVS; various years). The limited results
of such studies required a great deal of generalization and attribution of mis- or non-measured
cultural aspects to fit their respective findings. To advance the utility of cultural distance, in the
current study, I conceptualized the novel term ACD by not only including 27 countries in the
process, but also analyzing the potential for improved strength of the construct by incrementally
adding cultural dimension scales (i.e., values, practices, and norms), yielding 19 cultural
dimensions within ACD (Project GLOBE (2004) values and practices had nine dimensions each;
tightness-looseness was a single dimensional construct).
The primary hypotheses in the current research considered the effects of ACD on two
Project GLOBE (2004) leadership styles (CLTs); autonomous and self-protective. I hypothesized
that more distant (i.e., culturally different from others) a society was, the more likely they were to
engage in and endorse negative self-isolationist leadership behaviors such as ‘competitive, selfcentered, bureaucratic, independent, and individualistic’. As suggested by previous research (cf.
Håkanson & Ambos, 2010; Hutzschenreuter et al., 2014) geographic distance, the physical
distance between countries, was also included as a control variable in all analyses.
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I also hypothesized that utilizing all three ACD constructs in one predictor would yield the
strongest results in relation to the self-isolationist leadership behaviors and added societal level
corruption in a total effects model. Finally, a dominance analysis was also included post-hoc to
further evaluate the dimensional scales within ACD and determine which was most important.
This was conducted following the hypothesis testing to measure the importance of a significant
model rather than prior to the analyses, which could have been utilized to drive the hypothesis
testing process.
Only two of the hypotheses proposed were supported. Primarily, the current study’s use of
ACD with three constructs (i.e., values, practices, and norms) yielded significant results above and
beyond ACD comprised of values, and ACD comprised of values and practices, but only for the
self-protective CLT, not the autonomous CLT. This indicated that the more distant a culture was,
the more self-protective aspects were endorsed as positive factors in outstanding leadership. Also,
the use of all three ACD constructs in one combined ACD variable was supported, but the gain in
variance was not indicative of a large effect. The second significant hypothesis was the relationship
between the self-protective CLT and corruption, but this finding was a duplicate of previous
research (cf. Aqwa et al., 2020).
Results of the dominance analysis (see Table 9) may have led to the conclusion that
tightness-looseness was the driving force behind the relationship between ACD and the selfprotective CLT. However, the results of an independent regression analysis revealed that the
tightness-looseness ACD variable by itself was not significantly related to the self-protective CLT,
nor was any combination of tightness-looseness with the other ACD constructs. This result is in
opposition to Aktas et al. (2016), who did not find a significant relationship between tightness-
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looseness and the self-protective CLT but did find a significant relationship with the autonomous
CLT.
Caution is advised in falsely interpreting these results. Primarily, the results do not support
a mediational effect; the results of a total effect model did not support the effect of the ACD
variable working through the self-protective CLT on corruption. The results only supported
significant relationships between ACD and the self-protective CLT, and the self-protective CLT
and corruption. These two results were not found to be significantly related in the current study
and should not be interpreted as a causal path. Similarly, norms (i.e., tightness-looseness) was
found to be the most important factor based on the results of a dominance analysis. However, there
was no support found for norms as significantly independently predicting any of the outcomes. In
addition, the ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms, was significant, but no other
combination of the three constructs, nor as standalone variables, was significant.
Similarly, caution is advised in interpreting results regrading geographic distance, which
was included as a covariate in all models with any form of ACD. Some of the results were
improved when geographic distance was added to the model, but this addition did not affect any
model sufficiently to move it from nonsignificant to significant nor did geographic distance have
any effect on the significant model with ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms predicting
the self-protective CLT. In conclusion, the effects of geographic distance were not found to be
significantly impactful in the current study, but I cautiously add that there was evidence that this
construct had some impact in a few models where the overall results were nonsignificant.
In the current study, the overall purpose was not just to test the specific hypotheses but was
mainly to provide support for the utility of the ACD construct and process which I created. In
terms of the latter goal, the current study was meaningful and impactful, and should inspire
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researchers to utilize ACD in future research. Some prominent limitations should be considered
when attempting to utilize ACD in the future.
The most significant impact ACD has on any study is decreased sample size. In order for
ACD to be utilized properly, a matrix is created for each dimension and a formula is used to create
the ACD construct. Because the original metric is processed through a new calculation, it would
not be appropriate to then include any predictor variable in the ACD construct which did not
include the same process. For example, in the current study, although geographic distance was not
included in the calculation of ACD, the geographic distance scores were also processed in terms
of the ACD equation and matrix process. This was done to add to the generalizability and statistical
inferences by including comparisons from all countries in the dataset, as was performed for the
ACD constructs. The focus of future research should firstly be on the research question at hand,
and secondly, on the potential loss of power associated with mismatched data being eliminated.
For example, in the current study, adding tightness-looseness data reduced the sample size from
62 to 27 societies. It would be interesting to see if removing tightness-looseness would increase
power and improve generalizability of the results – but this would also mean increasing all matrices
to 62x61 rather than the 27x26 in the current study. In doing so, we would also lose the normsbased addition to ACD and any predictive power as well as rationale surrounding its inclusion.
This balance must be considered by any future study that seeks to use the ACD process. In addition,
the stability and applicability of the included studies based on time of data collection was a
considerable concern in the current study.
It is common to assume cultures change with time, as stated by some researchers (cf.
Shenkar, 2012), but many studies and reviews have the opposite opinion. For example, Sousa and
Bradley (2008) described several studies where cultural variables were found to be stable over
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time, including a cited affirmation by Hofstede that his (1984) cultural framework was not affected
by time. Moreover, in a comparative study, Beugelsdijk et al. (2015) concluded that “on average,
the cultural distance between countries is relatively stable”. In a comprehensive meta-analysis,
Beugelsdijk, Kostova, et al. (2018) also “found that the effect of cultural distance on firm
internationalization is relatively stable over time” (p. 122) with the caveat that cultures “change
on parallel trajectories” (p. 123). Cuypers et al. (2018) further added; “the relative infrequency
with which cultural data are collected is not necessarily problematic, at least not due to this
conjecture” (p. 1147). However, Taras et al. (2012) used meta-analytic techniques and included
hundreds of studies to account for the effects of change over time in Hofstede’s research. As
discussed in their meta-analysis, data was only congruent if it was collected within the same
decade. Collecting the data within the same decade reduced the effects of change over time 4. The
majority of researchers agree that these effects cannot ever be fully corrected and must be
considered in any study.
To alleviate concerns for stability, I intentionally chose corruption data from 1999 because
those data are more closely related to the era when Project GLOBE collected their data (i.e., the
late 1990s to early 2000s). I also note that Aqwa et al. (2020) statistically controlled for and
compared their CPI (i.e., corruption) data from 1999 with data from 2017 (the year Aqwa et al.
(2020) completed their analyses). Based on their comparative analyses yielding nonsignificant
changes between the two CPI datasets, they concluded that utilizing the 2017 data did not affect
their results. Considering the evidence and arguments presented, I concluded that temporal effects
were not of concern to the current study and the use of temporally similar data was sufficient to
alleviate this concern.

4

A full review of cultural change over time is beyond the scope of the current project. For a full review of
the argument, see Taras et al. (2012).
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In summary, the utility of ACD as a novel construct was minimally supported by the
specific hypotheses in the current study. However, the process of using multiple constructs within
ACD and numerous societies in a single dataset, should not be dismissed with the unsupported
hypotheses. This dissertation should further support the future use of the novel ACD construct and
process, but also emphasizes the need for clear hypotheses and rationale in using the ACD process
and method over another. The limitations discussed previously and in the section that follows may
also have affected the results and should be considered in any future studies.
Limitations
Internal Consistency
Project GLOBE (2004) created the values and practices, as well as the autonomous and
self-protective CLTs, in their study as novel conceptualizations of culture and leadership
behaviors. The ACD constructs created in the current study resulted in increased reliability from
the original Project GLOBE (2004) cultural values and practices scales to the ACD calculations
(see Appendix B for details). However, although based on a very rigorous and methodical process,
the internal consistency of the Project GLOBE (2004) autonomous CLT was reported as .59. This
is considered to be on the low/poor side of satisfactory (see Charter, 2003), and may have had a
negative impact on the current study. This should be taken in the context of the current study only,
due to the significant findings with the autonomous CLT reported in Aktas et al. (2016).
The conceptualization of ACD in the current study yielded high internal consistency
values. ACD was measured by the within dimension sum of squared differences, with a square
root applied to the sum of all within dimension sum of squared differences. This was done in
accordance with Konara and Mohr (2019), who provided a correction to the original Kogut and
Singh (1988) index, where Kogut and Singh (1988) summed the squared differences within
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dimensions, but failed to then square root them to their original metric. The Konara and Mohr
(2019) correction was included to avoid the possibility of false conclusions based on artificially
inflated results. However, utilizing the Konara and Mohr (2019) correction yielded internal
consistency for each of the respective ACD constructs that was high (internal consistency: societal
values ACD = .96; societal practices ACD = .96). Despite these values being high, the combination
of internal consistencies with lower values may have negatively impacted the results. In support
of this supposition, I note that the self-protective CLT, which was included in both of the applicable
significant hypotheses, had an internal consistency that was very good (alpha = .93), and the
autonomous CLT was acceptable (alpha = .59; cf. Charter, 2003).
In conclusion, the lack of internal consistency of one of the outcomes included in the
hypotheses may have contributed to the nonsignificant findings in the current study. This limitation
will continue to be problematic for any researcher who utilizes the same data as in the current
study and other variables with low internal consistency. However, this should not deter future
researchers who may also seek to evaluate other outcomes and variables in additional
conceptualizations of ACD.
Depth and Breadth
The current study included cultural dimensions and constructs which were convenient and
accessible. However, the apparent lack of depth and breadth was intentional. A wide variety of
global cultural dimensions exist, and these may pose questions for future research. Indeed, each
construct or set of constructs may add unique significance to ACD and can be applied to an
innumerable variety of outcomes and models.
The current study did not attempt to evaluate a large number of constructs, rather, I sought
to evaluate a small number of meaningful constructs to explore the potential utility of ACD. I
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approached this with the intent of reinvigorating research through the creation of a novel construct.
Although I partially achieved my goal, the current study is a steppingstone, not a finale.
Improvement to the depth (i.e., constructs included) and breadth (i.e., countries included) are
potential avenues for future researchers to explore.
Within Culturally Distant (i.e., Different) Societies
Project GLOBE (2004) included the ratings of managers and supervisors within a
respective country. The inclusion of only working and management level individuals who are
undoubtedly ‘present’ and not exactly ‘distant’, may have affected the results of the current study.
This is a common limitation of many studies and was discussed by Shenkar (2012), who criticized
cultural distance research for generalizing individuals who work to those who do not work. This
lack of representation of the society as a whole may have affected the results of the current study.
More specifically, I hypothesized that more culturally distant countries would endorse more selfprotective and autonomous leadership behaviors. Although the frame of reference in Project
GLOBE (2004) was the society, the individuals who responded were not only part of the working
population, but respondents were also management level. In addition, at the core of my hypotheses
lies the problematic realization that culturally distant outliers who hypothetically would endorse
negative leadership behaviors, may not be present in the Project GLOBE (2004) and other data for
a number of reasons. For example, it may be unrealistic to expect a country and/or those who
support independence and self-centered leadership behaviors to participate in worldwide studies
such as those conducted by Project GLOBE (2004) and Gelfand et al. (2011). Some significant
relationships were found in the current study, but this limitation may be an underlying factor in
the strength of these relationships and the nonsignificant findings.
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Cultural Response Bias
Another relevant culturally specific factor to consider as a limitation in the current study
was included in the Project GLOBE (2004) study by Hanges and Dickson (2004). In short,
researchers found and statistically corrected for a pattern of results within questionnaires based on
cultural membership. The current study did not include this correction because Hanges and
Dickson (2004) stated, “interpretation of the rank order of cultures based on average scale scores
is problematic” (p. 138; italics added for effect). The current study did not rank order cultures and
therefore, the correction was not applied. Furthermore, Hanges and Dickson (2004) compared their
corrections pre and post and found no significant effects of cultural response bias on both the
cultural scales and the CLTs. It should also be noted that the ACD process magnifies differences
between cultures and based on this, I considered this limitation in terms of a post-hoc analysis.
However, based on the Hanges and Dickson (2004) discussion and results, I decided that if cultural
response bias was a factor in the current study and this limitation affected the results, the affects
were likely to be minimal and would not alter the outcomes.
Reduced Data and Generalizability
The current study removed any country without data for all applicable variables from the
full dataset, which led to a total of just 27 countries included. The 27 countries analyzed in the
current study excluded the entire continent of Africa. Also, South America was solely represented
by Brazil, which could be considered an outlier in South America because the majority of
Brazilians speak Portuguese rather than Spanish. This lack of global diversity in the sample limited
generalizability of the results but is in line with Aktas et al. (2016) who had 33 societies in their
study. As previously stated, future research should consider the possibility of over elimination of
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data when selecting multiple constructs to include in ACD and subsequent models, however, this
should be balanced with rationale and hypotheses.
Causality
In the current study a total effects model was proposed. The hypotheses were created with
caution and consideration of the nullifying effects of squaring the values to be modeled (the
calculation of ACD with squared differences removed the negative values from all ACD
dimensions and thus eliminated the causal pathway). Furthermore, the results of the current study
did not support a total effect of ACD on corruption through the autonomous or self-protective
CLT. The current study’s significant findings were disconnected (i.e., from ACD to the selfprotective CLT and from the self-protective CLT to corruption, but not directly from ACD to
corruption, and not working through the CLTs).
Conclusion to Causality. This concern is valid for all research when a total
effects/mediation and causal relationships are hypothesized, especially when cross-sectional data
is utilized. It is up to the investigators of any study or endeavor to demonstrate the importance and
reasoning behind including the variables they wish to examine and the effects they hypothesize.
This is especially true for research that is based upon archival cross-sectional data, as is the case
in the current study. However, if researchers were to consider all the possible variables which
could impact the relationships of interest and conduct new longitudinal studies whenever the
available data does not ‘fit’ perfectly, all research papers would be unbearably lengthy and
needlessly detailed. As such, meta-analysis, systematic reviews, and new endeavors such as the
latest update to Project GLOBE (2020), are better suited methodologies (A. McGonagle, personal
communication, January 2016). Moreover, the phrase ‘correlation does not imply causation’ (or
some variant thereof) comes to mind. In conclusion, based on the cross-sectional nature and data
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collection timeframe of the archival data and non-significant findings, the results of the current
study were presented with caution to avoid causal conclusions.
Future Directions
Research Implications
The purpose of the current study was to create ACD as a novel construct that would include
multiple cultural dimensions and simultaneously also include multiple countries in one variable. I
sought to evaluate the power and flexibility of ACD by comparing iterations of the construct,
beginning with cultural values, and incrementally adding cultural practices and norms, with
geographic distance as a second control or covariate. I hypothesized relationships to predict selfisolationist leadership behaviors and corruption. The overall study was designed to reinvigorate
research in cultural distance through the ACD process rather than to analyze specific hypotheses
(though significant results are always preferred).
Analyses. The use of ACD as it has been conceptualized herein, should lead to future
research in creating novel models, testing previous models for enhanced effects, and further
expansion of the concept along these lines should lead to a plethora of research. However, the
current study utilized a regression approach and relied upon Process (see Hayes, 2013), yielding
mainly non-significant results. Adding complex statistical methodologies which are designed to
evaluate difference scores (e.g., response surface methodology and polynomial regression; see
Edwards & Parry, 1993) or a multi-matrix approach (see Hansen & Løvås, 2004) may provide
valuable insights for future research.
Practical Implications
As a novel construct, ACD was conceptualized at a macro-level utilizing available data
sources and multiple cultures. Results herein supported the conclusion that more culturally distant
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(i.e., different) cultures engage in what may be viewed as negative self-protective leadership
behaviors such as face-saving, asocial, competitive, and bureaucratic. Results also demonstrated
that these self-protective leadership behaviors were also linked to corruption such as bribery,
embezzlement, nepotism, and misuse of power. The results should inform the creation of
organizational processes and design of programs to alleviate some of the inherent stressors
involved in organizational expansion, such as planning and training for the probable occurrence of
self-protective leaders at work and corruption both at work and in society (see Judge et al., 2011).
In addition, organizational policies should be created and adapted to enhance the organization’s
venture and facilitate the creation of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) efforts to support
positive and cohesive organizational culture where multiple cultures are represented, especially
the culture of their new venture. Thus, organizations who understand the interplay of ACD, selfprotective leadership behaviors, and corruption in the context presented in the current study should
plan and train for optimizing positive interactions with diverse cultures. Doing so should improve
their chances of success by streamlining and enhancing the expansion process.
Conclusion
Despite the limitations and unsupported hypotheses, the current study demonstrated the
potential for advancement in many fields utilizing a process and method to create a novel construct;
Aggregated Cultural Distance (ACD). In the current study, ACD included measures with multiple
constructs of interest across many societies. The ACD construct should alleviate previous concerns
with cultural distance where a two-country comparison with one set of cultural dimensions has
been overly generalized in previous research.
In addition to inspiring research, I also set out with the goal to improve the utility of cultural
distance and increase applicability of results for organizations. As previously mentioned, the vast
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majority of previous research utilizing cultural distance included only two countries and only one
set of cultural dimensions. Not only did this pose a problem with generalizability and applicability
in research, but the limited results from such studies was not beneficial to organizations. When
researching the potential challenges associated with global expansion, practitioners have been left
to sift through thousands of publications in the hopes that they will be able to locate a relevant
study and one of which that was related to or directly included the country of interest and related
impactful constructs. By providing a single source of information with multiple countries and
multiple constructs of interest, the ACD construct represents a solution for researchers to facilitate
applicability for practitioners. Although the current study did not find many significant results, the
utility of the process and method for ACD should have endless potential.
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APPENDIX A
Data Cleaning Process
Outliers
Although outliers typically represent contaminated or atypical data points, they may also
represent relevant information in some research. In the current study, the data were expected to
contain extreme values, as the purpose of the current study was to investigate a novel construct
which was based on cultural distance. Cultural distance was inherently based on countries which
may be outliers (i.e., ‘distant’). The charts used in outlier detection are presented in Figures A1A7. Based on these charts and other analyses, I found that outliers fluctuated depending upon the
construct of interest, leading to a flawed outlier removal process. For example, in Figure A1 for
the Values ACD, New Zealand (“NZL”) would have been considered an outlier as it was 2.89
standard deviations from the mean. However, in Figure A3 for the Norms ACD scores, New
Zealand was less than one standard deviation below the mean. A similar pattern was observed for
the majority of countries included in the current study (see Figures A1-A7). Therefore, the process
to remedy and remove outliers was not considered in the current study.
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Figure A1
Values ACD Scatterplot

Figure A2
Practices ACD Scatterplot

85

Figure A3
Norms ACD Scatterplot

Figure A4
Geographic Distance Scatterplot
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Figure A5
Autonomous CLT Scatterplot

Figure A6
Self-Protective CLT Scatterplot
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Figure A7
Corruption Scatterplot

Assumptions of Regression and Multicollinearity
The assumptions of regression and multicollinearity testing yielded nonsignificant results
(i.e., no violations; multicollinearity based on R2 = 1; VIF > 10; Tolerance < .1). The process of
clearing the assumptions of regression included evaluating models, histograms, q-q plots, and
scatterplots of residuals (see Tables A1-A3 and Figures A8-A23). After carefully evaluating the
process, I concluded that all assumptions of regression cleared for all variables. Hayes (2013) also
states “don’t obsess over every minor assumption violation” (p. 53). Therefore, no further action
was taken to attempt to alleviate concerns for violations to the assumptions of regression.
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Table A1
Data Cleaning with Corruption as the Outcome

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

Tol.

VIF

B

SE

β

1. (Constant)

18.01

3.40

--

5.30

.00

.73

--

--

Values ACD

-.01

.09

-.02

-.11

.92

--

.61

1.64

Practices ACD

-.02

.11

-.03

-.19

.85

--

.52

1.94

Norms ACD

.08

.19

.07

.39

.70

--

.48

2.09

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

.32

2.24

.04*

--

.70

1.44

Autonomous CLT

-5.92

.95

-.89

-6.24

.00**

--

.68

1.48

Self-Protective CLT

1.61

.60

.36

2.70

.01*

--

.76

1.31

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score. Tol. = Tolerance. VIF =
variance inflation factor.
*p < .05. **p < .001.
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Figure A8
Corruption Histogram of Residuals

Figure A9
Corruption P-P Plot of Residuals
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Figure A10
Corruption Scatterplot of Residuals

Figure A11
Corruption Q-Q Plot
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Table A2
Data Cleaning with Autonomous CLT as the Outcome

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

Tol.

VIF

B

SE

β

1. (Constant)

-1.66

1.65

--

-1.01

.33

.44

--

--

Values ACD

-.01

.03

-.10

-.45

.66

--

.62

1.62

Practices ACD

.04

.03

.30

1.33

.20

--

.56

1.78

Norms ACD

-.09

.06

-.36

-1.55

.14

--

.53

1.88

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

-.30

-1.42

.17

--

.61

1.63

Self-Protective CLT

1.44

.41

.97

3.52

.00**

--

.37

2.70

Corruption

.17

.06

.74

2.70

.01*

--

.38

2.67

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score. Tol. = Tolerance. VIF =
variance inflation factor.
*p < .05. **p < .001.
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Figure A12
Autonomous CLT Histogram of Residuals

Figure A13
Autonomous CLT P-P Plot of Residuals
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Figure A14
Autonomous CLT Scatterplot of Residuals

Figure A15
Autonomous CLT Q-Q Plot
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Table A3
Data Cleaning with Self-Protective CLT as the Outcome

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t

p

R2

Tol.

VIF

B

SE

β

1. (Constant)

2.66

.41

--

6.44

.00

.77

--

--

Values ACD

.01

.01

.08

.59

.56

--

.62

1.61

Practices ACD

-.01

.01

-.13

-.89

.39

--

.54

1.87

Norms ACD

.04

.03

.25

1.71

.10

--

.55

1.83

Geographic Distance

.00

.00

.22

1.60

.13

--

.63

1.59

Autonomous CLT

.27

.08

.40

3.52

.00*

--

.91

1.10

Corruption

-.11

.02

-.74

-6.24

.00*

--

.81

1.24

Note. n = 27. ACD = Aggregated Cultural Distance. CLT = Project GLOBE (2004) leadership
dimension. Values = Project GLOBE (2004) societal values score. Practices = Project GLOBE
(2004) societal practices score. Norms = tightness-looseness score. Tol. = Tolerance. VIF =
variance inflation factor.
*p < .001.
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Figure A16
Self-Protective CLT Histogram of Residuals

Figure A17
Self-Protective CLT P-P Plot of Residuals
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Figure A18
Self-Protective CLT Scatterplot of Residuals

Figure A19
Self-Protective CLT Q-Q Plot
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Figure A20
Values ACD Q-Q Plot

Figure A21
Practices ACD Q-Q Plot
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Figure A22
Norms ACD Q-Q Plot

Figure A23
Geographic Distance Q-Q Plot
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APPENDIX B
Calculation of Composite Reliability
As referenced in Table 1, the reliability estimates for the ACD variables were based on
calculations from Nunnally and Bernstein (2010). Specifically, the ‘linear combination’ formula
utilized in the current study was from equation 7-12 (p. 268), as follows:
𝑟𝑦𝑦

∑ 𝜎𝑖2 − ∑ 𝑟𝑖𝑖 𝜎𝑖2
=1−
𝜎𝑦2

Using the above formula, the calculation of reliability for the Values ACD was:
𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝐴𝐶𝐷 = 1 −
(. 257 + .105 + .095 + .215 + .070 + .087 + .091 + .151 + .567) −
[(.257)(.850) + (. 105)(. 760) + (. 095)(. 740) + (. 215)(. 770) + (. 070)(. 700)
+(. 087)(. 900) + (. 091)(. 660) + (.151)(.880) + (.567)(.530)]
11.692

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝐴𝐶𝐷 = 1 −

1.638 − 1.155
11.692

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠𝐴𝐶𝐷 = .959
The calculation of reliability for the Practices ACD was:
𝑟𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝐴𝐶𝐷 = 1 −
(. 337 + .221 + .177 + .246 + .174 + .165 + .475 + .152 + .141) −
[(.337)(.880) + (. 221)(. 800) + (. 177)(. 800) + (. 246)(. 670) + (. 174)(. 880)
+(. 165)(. 720) + (. 475)(. 770) + (.152)(.660) + (.141)(.750)]
10.665

𝑟𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝐴𝐶𝐷 = 1 −

2.088 − 1.624
10.665

𝑟𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠𝐴𝐶𝐷 = .956
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The calculation of reliability for the Values and Practices ACD was:

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝐴𝐶𝐷

(11.692 + 10.665) −
[(11.692)(.959) + (10.665)(. 956)]
=1−
27.486

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝐴𝐶𝐷 = 1 −

22.357 − 21.408
27.486

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝐴𝐶𝐷 = .965
The calculation of reliability for the Values, Practices, and Norms ACD was:

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠,

𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠 𝐴𝐶𝐷

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠,

(11.692 + 10.665 + 3.499) −
[(11.692)(.959) + (10.665)(. 956)
+(3.499)(.850)]
= 1−
36.595

𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠 𝐴𝐶𝐷

𝑟𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑠,

=1−

𝑃𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑠 𝐴𝐶𝐷

25.856 − 24.383
36.595
= .960
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In the current study, I utilized multiple cultural constructs to create and compare the utility
of various forms of cultural distance as a predictor of national-culture-level outcomes, aggregated
across multiple countries (i.e., a novel term: “Aggregated Cultural Distance”, hereafter ACD).
ACD was first conceptualized in the current study by utilizing the nine Global Leader and
Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (hereafter Project GLOBE) Societal Values dimensions in
the calculation of ACD. I incrementally added and compared Project GLOBE’s Societal Practices
and Tightness-Looseness scores (i.e., norms) to the Values ACD construct in predicting selfisolationist leadership behaviors (i.e., Project GLOBE’s Autonomous and Self-Protective
leadership styles). Additionally, physical (i.e., Geographic) distance, was added to the model as a
covariate. Post-hoc dominance analyses of values, practices, and norms was conducted. Finally,
Corruption was hypothesized to be an outcome of ACD and geographic distance as well as selfisolationist leadership behaviors. A total effect model was also proposed where the relationships
between ACD, geographic distance, and corruption were hypothesized to work through selfisolationist leadership behaviors. Archival national level data was utilized. Results demonstrated
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a significant effect of ACD comprised of values, practices, and norms on the self-protective
leadership style. Separately, the self-protective leadership style was significantly related to
corruption. The autonomous leadership style, the direct and total effect of ACD on corruption, as
well as the impact of geographic distance, were not supported. The process and method used to
formulate ACD should outweigh the non-significant findings. Limitations, future directions, and
implications for research and practice, are discussed.
Keywords: Cultural Distance, geographic distance, isolation, national culture, cross
cultural, corruption, leadership, Project GLOBE
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